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PREFACE

The Draft Program Environmental Assessment (PEA)tHe Proposed Amended
Rule 1309.1 - Priority Reserve and the proposecadmstion of Rule 1315 —
Federal New Source Review Tracking System, waslleited for a 45-day public
review and comment period from May 16, 2007 to J2@e2007. Eight public
comment letters were received and responses t@dhmsments are included in
Appendix E of the Final PEA. Minor modificationseere made to the Draft PEA
based on comments received on the proposed pimecthe Draft PEA, so it is
now a Final PEA. Deletions and additions to thd t& the PEA are denoted
using -strikethreughand _underlined respectively. Changes to the project
description are minor, with no affect on impactalgped in the document or
considered within the scope of the proposed progdlysis or one of the
alternatives analyzed, and do not change any csiocisl made in the Draft PEA
or substantially worsen any environmental impactalyzed in the Draft PEA.
Therefore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.&ygelation is not necessary
since the information provided does not constitigmificant new information that
will result in new avoidable significant effects onake existing significant
impacts worse.
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION

As part of the strategy to achieve all ambientqaiality standards, federal and state
laws require the development and implementatioairofuality permitting programs,
commonly known as New Source Review (NSR) prograrscal NSR programs
must, at a minimum, comply with the following gealerequirements: (1) pre-
construction review; (2) the installation of begaidgable control technology (BACT);
and, (3) the offsetting of emission increases byviging emission reductions or
purchasing emission reductions credits (ERCs). h&lp implement the third NSR
requirement, the South Coast Air Quality Manageménistrict (SCAQMD)
Governing Board approved amendments to Rule 1308.1September 8, 2006,
allowing electric generating facilities (EGF) temg@iy access to the Priority Reserve
providing EGFs ERCs that were in short supply. Titent of these amendments
was to enable the EGFs to provide electricity tmimize the possibility of rolling
blackouts, thus, reducing the use of diesel-firkgtteéc power generation. These
amendments were approved relying upon a statutemption from CEQA
pertaining to actions relating to thermal powemnpda After adoption by the Board, a
number of environmental groups and communitiesl fddawsuit challenging the use
of the exemption. The SCAQMD moved to dismiss tpattion of the lawsuit
challenging the use of the exemption. The Supe@ourt ruled against the
SCAQMD on the dismissal request, but has not pexvid final ruling with regards
to the use of the CEQA exemption. Depending orfitied outcome, the September
2006 Rule 1309.1 amendments could be overturnedmifimize potential delays in
accessing the Priority Reserve by EGF operatons, pinogram environmental
assessment is being prepared to address the cermeniously raised by analyzing
the currently proposed amendments, which replace pineviously adopted
amendments, as well as consider other potentialduamendments to add eligible
projects and conditions for eligibility not considd by the Board in September
2006.

As stated to the Governing Board in Septemberptheary reason for the proposed
amendments is to address future projected shortdgdsctric generating capacity in
the district that could begin as early as the sumaie2007. To address future
projected shortfalls in electric energy generatiagacity, it is necessary to build
additional EGFs. To build new EGFs operators anbjest to NSR offset
requirements. However, there is a limited supplyparticulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 msc(®M10) and sulfur oxides
(SOx) ERC offsets available in the open markehmttime. Because electric power
Is critical for residences, businesses, maintaiesgential public services and for the
operation of clean air technologies, the SCAQMDprsposing to make ERCs
available to EGF operators by allowing them acdesavailable ERCs in the Rule
1309.1 Priority Reserve accounts.
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To address potential shortfalls in the availabibfyERCs on the open market, the
SCAQMD is proposing a program of current and futameendments to Rule 1309.1
that would allow limited access to the SCAQMD’s &ul309.1 Priority Reserve
accounts. The currently proposed amendments te K209.1 would re-evaluate the
amendments to Rule 1309.1 that were adopted ineBdyatr 2006, as modified to
address concerns raised by the Governing Boafthtititne. The currently proposed
amendments to Rule 1309.1 will provide access @0SGAQMD’s Priority Reserve
PM10, SOx and carbon monoxide (CQcounts for new EGFs for applications
deemed complete between 2005 and 2008, provided hlawe met all other
requirements and paid the appropriate mitigatices fas stipulated in the proposed
amendments.

Pursuant to the currently proposed amendmentslistiéct would be subdivided into
three zones based on average PM2.5 concentratgervaa for years 2003 through
2005, which would be used to define the criteriaraxjuirements for eligibility to
access the Priority Reserve and to determine tlouatrof the mitigation fee for the
Priority Reserve credits. The location of the E&fd amount of megawatt (MW)
power generation will determine the stringency s tequirements, including level
of allowable NOx and PM10 emissions, cancer riskn-nancer risk and cancer
burden, as well as the amount of mitigation fe&FEperators seeking access to the
Priority Reserve would also be subject to environtakjustice criteria that would
affect siting in those areas already disproportielyampacted by existing pollution
sources. Maps of the zones and the “environmguostice areas” (EJA) in the
district can be found in PAR 1309.1 in Appendix AAll eligible EGFs will be
required to investigate and document the availgili renewable energy plans as an
alternative to the project.

Proposed amended Rule (PAR) 1309.1 would also &él@®F projects downwind to
the district in non-attainment areas to access S@BQ Priority Reserve volatile

organic compound (VOC) account provided the ERCgshdvawn do not

cumulatively exceed 5,000 pounds per day, an apjtepmitigation fee is paid, and
the request is received before January 1, 2009.

The program currently under consideration wouldvalaccess to the Rule 1309.1 for
certain projects and includes the following compuseo be considered as future
amendments to Rule 1309.1. Energy projects oforegisignificance (EPRS) to
enhance the import of natural gas or crude oil raBp be given access to the
SCAQMD'’s Priority Reserve PM10, SOx and CO accouymtwided they have met
all other requirements and paid the appropriategatiopn fees. Also considered part

1 On May 11, 2007, U.S. EPA published in the Fed@egister its final decision to approve the SCAQNIEEquest
to re-designate the South Coast district from ritairament to attainment as of June 11, 2007. ir@ans that after
June 11, 2007, CO ERC offsets-wilhyno longer be required. Until such time as the ERI requirement is
specifically removed from PAR 1309.1, this PEA wilintinue to include an analysis of potential agdgémpacts
from their use.
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of the program under consideration is a future atment to add publicly owned
biosolids treatment/processing facilities to thastexg definition of an essential
public service, thus, allowing permanent accesght Priority Reserve without
payment of a mitigation fee. However, only the adments related to EGFs are
included in the current rule amendment proposahe Temainder of the projects
covered by this PEA will be brought forth at a tadate.

The proposed project also includes the proposeatioption of Rule (PRR) 1315
whose purpose is to specify procedures to be fatbwy the Executive Officer to
make annual demonstrations of equivalency to veh&t specific provisions in the
SCAQMD’s NSR program related to sources that afeeeiexempt from offsets or
which obtain their offsets from the SCAQMD’s offsatcounts and meet in
aggregate the federal nonattainment NSR offset ir@gents. The procedures
specified in this rule are used by the Executivdid®f to demonstrate that the
sources which are subject to the federal NSR eamissifset requirem-ents and|

which obtain emission credits through allocatiomsenf Rule 1309.1 — Priority
Reserve, Rule 1309.2 - Offset Budget. or whichizatiithe emission offset
exemptions contained in Rule 1304 —Exemptions fulhg offset by valid emission

reduction credits.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Qualityt ACEQA) (California Public
Resources Code 821000 et seq.), this documendeslan analysis of the potential
adverse environmental impacts from implementing PER®9.1 and PRR 1315.
Based upon a preliminary evaluation in the Inigalidy prepared for the proposed
amendments, air quality has been identified asotilg environmental topic having
the potential to be directly adversely affectedtbg proposed amendments. The
direct potential adverse air quality impacts frdme proposed amendments could be
significant because credits that would not othesvins used will now be used to meet
a facility’s offset requirements pursuant to Rul@93 and 2005. Due to the lack of
certainty that the mitigation fee will fully replesi credit accounts, credits are
expected to be used in amounts that exceed the SIDAYPM10, SOx, CO and
VOC daily operational significance thresholds. tker, publicly owned biosolids
processing facilities that were not currently akalvacces to the Priority Reserve,
would qualify for permanent access to the PrioRBserve and would not be subject
to mitigation fee requirements.

Opponents to PAR 1309.1 have argued that allowtcgss to the Priority Reserve is
a critical step in obtaining an approval to sitpraject. There are potential adverse
environmental impacts from siting a project, sushcanstruction and operational
impacts, so operators of affected facilities expedb take advantage of accessing
the Priority Reserve would more likely receive ayyal to be sited and, thus, could
potentially generate these impacts. These envieomah impacts will be fully
evaluated and disclosed in a separate CEQA doculpyetiite lead agency in charge
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of siting the project (i.e., California Energy Coission, etc.). The SCAQMD has
conducted a survey of available information on pti# construction and operational
impacts from facilities included in PAR 1309.1, Buas EGFs, and facilities that
could be included in future amendments to Rule®113@nd/or 1302, such as EPRSs
and publicly owned biosolids treatment facilitie§.o the extent information was
available on affected facilities, potential advernselirect impacts from siting,
constructing and operating these facilities havenldentified as indirect impacts in
this Draft PEA for all environmental topic areasend potential significant adverse
indirect impacts have been identified in publiciyadable documents or sources.
This indirect impacts analysis can be found in Gaap.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the SCAQMD Y T¥as the agency responsible
for developing and enforcing air pollution contrales and regulations in the South
Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Sals@ma Air Basin and Mojave Desert
Air Basin, referred hereafter as the district. ®gtute, the SCAQMD is required to
adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) denmatis compliance with all
federal and state ambient air quality standardstter district. Furthermore, the
SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that caatythe AQMP. The 2003 and
2007 AQMPs concluded that major reductions in eimnssof VOC and oxides of
nitrogen (NOXx) are necessary to attain the airiustandards for ozone and PM10.
As part of the strategy to achieve ambient air iatandards, federal and state laws
require the development and implementation of aiality permitting programs,
commonly known as NSR programs. Local NSR programst, at a minimum,
comply with the requirements established pursuantetleral and state law. The
general requirements of NSR programs include: pf&)construction review; (2)
installing best available control technology (BACHBNd (3) mitigating emission
increases by providing emission offsets.

PAR 1309.1 will assist facility operators of EGHsdaessential energy projects to
comply with the NSR emissions offset requiremeAR 1309.1 is expected to
facilitate permitting of EGFs which will avoid rollg blackouts and also avoid
increased use of diesel generators, which couldehnirthe district's progress in
attaining the state and national ambient air quaitindards mandated under state
and federal law. PRR 1315 would establish a riditdacking system to ensure that
ERCs used as emission offsets are valid emissexitsr

2 The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 837al. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safébde,
§840400-40540).

% Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).

* Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).
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Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

The proposed amendments to Rule 1309.1 and readopfi Rule 1315 are a

"project” as defined by CEQA (Cal. Public Resourcésde 821000, et.seq.).
SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed progect has prepared appropriate
environmental analysis pursuant to its certifiegutatory program (SCAQMD Rule

110). California Public Resources Code 821080l6wal public agencies with

regulatory programs to prepare a plan or othertewitdocument in lieu of an

environmental impact report once the Secretary @ Resources Agency has
certified the regulatory program. The SCAQMD’sukgory program was certified

by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March989, and is codified as

SCAQMD Rule 110.

CEQA includes provisions for program CEQA documeitsconnection with
iIssuance of rules, regulations, plans, or otheeg@riteria to govern the conduct of
a continuing program, including adoptions of bropdlicy programs (CEQA
Guidelines 815168) as distinguished from those aqmexp for specific types of
projects (e.g., land use projects). The environaleassessment (EA) for the
proposed project is a Program EA (PEA) becausatmines the environmental
effects of current and future proposed rule amemdsnietended to be promulgated
as part of a continuing ongoing regulatory program.

A program CEQA document allows consideration ofadrgolicy alternatives and
program-wide mitigation measures at a time wheagancy has greater flexibility to
deal with basic problems of cumulative impacts. ragpam CEQA document also
plays an important role in establishing a structwrgnin which CEQA reviews of
future related actions can effectively be conducliédds concept of covering broad
policies in a program CEQA document and incorparathe information contained
therein by reference into subsequent CEQA docunfentgpecific projects is known
as “tiering” (CEQA Guidelines 815152). A program @& document will provide
the basis for future environmental analyses andl alibw future project-specific
CEQA documents, if necessary, to focus solely om tlew effects or detailed
environmental issues not previously consideredarifagency finds that no new
effects could occur, or no new mitigation measwresild be required, the agency
can approve the activity as being within the scopehe project covered by the
program CEQA document and no new environmental mhect would be required
(CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)[2]).

The degree of specificity required in a CEQA docotredrresponds to the degree of
specificity involved in the underlying activity deghed in the CEQA document
(CEQA Guidelines 815146). A CEQA document on astation project will

necessarily be more detailed in specific effectshef project than will be a CEQA
document on the adoption of a local general plancabse the effect of a
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construction project can be predicted with greaecuracy (CEQA Guidelines
815146(a)). Because the level of information rdoay some potential impacts
related to the siting and consideration of futurejgrts is relatively general at this
time, the environmental impact forecasts of cuniaimpacts from these projects
are also general or qualitative in nature. In amrtinstances, such as future
construction and operation of affected facilitiespacts are quantified or modeled to
the degree feasible.

CEQA requires that the potential environmental iotpaof proposed projects be
evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce aidasgignificant adverse

environmental impacts of these projects be idedtifi To fulfill the purpose and

intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this PEAatidress the potential
environmental impacts associated a broad policgnara that includes PAR 1309.1
and PRR 1315, as well as potential future amendsmenRule 1309.1. This Draft
PEA is intended to: (a) provide the lead agencgpoasible agencies, decision
makers and the general public with detailed infaromaon the environmental effects
of the proposed project; and, (b) to be used amlably decision makers to facilitate
decision making on the proposed project.

Appendix B includes a Notice of Preparation/Initsldy (NOP/IS) which identifies
environmental topics to be analyzed in this documé&rhe NOP/IS was distributed
to responsible agencies and interested partiesa f80-day review and comment
period from March 23, 2007 to April 24, 2007. TINOP/IS indicated that
significant adverse direct air quality impacts nb@ygenerated by implementing PAR
1309.1 and PRR 1315. During that public commenibdehe SCAQMD received
seven comment letters regarding the proposed mkndments. Responses to the
comment letters on the NOP/IS can be found in Adpe@ of this Draft PEA.

All comments received during the public commentqgeeion the analysis presented
in the Draft PEA will be responded to and includadthe Final PEA. Prior to
making a decision on the proposed amendments, @&Q®™D Governing Board
must review and certify the PEA as providing adeguaformation on the potential
adverse environmental impacts of the amended rule.

CEQA DOCUMENTATION FOR PAR 1309.1 - PRIORITY RESERV E AND
PRR 1315 - FEDERAL NEW SOURCE REVIEW TRACKING SYSTEM

This PEA is a comprehensive environmental documdrdt analyzes the
environmental impacts from the currently proposed potential future amendments
to Rule 1309.1 and PRR 1315. SCAQMD rules, as ioiggoegulatory programs,
have the potential to be revised over time duevareety of factors (e.g., regulatory
decisions by other agencies, new data, lack ofrpssgin advancing the effectiveness
of control technologies to comply with requiremeiristechnology forcing rules,
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etc.). The other document which comprises the CE®#ord for the currently

proposed amendments to Rule 1309.1, includes thieceNof Preparation/Initial

Study (March 23, 2007) in Appendix B. A summarytteé contents of this document
Is given in the following paragraph.

Notice of Preparation/Initial Study of a Program Ernvironmental Assessment for
the Proposed Amendments to Rule 1309.1, March 230@7 (SCAQMD No.
070323MK): The NOP/IS of a PEA for the PAR 1309.1 was reledeec 30-day
public review period from March 23, 2007 to Apri4,2007. The NOP was released
with an Initial Study, which contained a brief o description and the
environmental checklist, as required by state CERAdelines. The environmental
checklist contained a preliminary analysis of pt&radverse environmental effects
that may result from implementing the proposed aimemts. Seven comment
letters on the NOP/IS were received. The sevennoamh letters received on the
NOP/IS and the responses to the comments are getlimdAppendix C of this Draft
PEA.

Other CEQA Documents for Rule 1309.1

Several previous environmental analyses have beepamed to analyze past
amendments to Rule 1309.1 to temporarily expandsacto the Priority Reserve and
are listed in the following paragraphs. The folilogvsummaries of previous CEQA
documents are included for informational purposdg.oThe current EA focuses on
the currently proposed amendments to Rule 1309dl does not rely on these
previously prepared CEQA documents. Pursuant t@QAEsuidelines 815130,

potential cumulative impacts from these earlierjgnts are considered if the
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.he3e documents can still be
obtained by contacting the SCAQMD's Public InfonmatCenter at (909) 396-2039.

Notice of Exemption for Proposed Amended Rule 130B. September 2006The
proposed amendments to Rule 1309.1 provided tempatczess to the SCAQMD’s
Priority Reserve PM10, SOx and CO accounts for ttewmal EGFs, subject to the
California Energy Commission (CEC) environmentalviees process, with
applications deemed complete between 2005 and 20@fjded they pay the
appropriate mitigation fee and meet all the ot requirements. Further, the same
type of EGF projects, subject to the CEC environaereview process, downwind
to the district in non-attainment areas would bke @b access SCAQMD’s Priority
Reserve VOC account. Under 821080(b)(6), the Stagislature directed that
actions undertaken by a public agency relatingnyp thermal power plant facility
that will be the subject of an environmental impesgtort, negative declaration, or
other document prepared pursuant to Public Ress@oee §21080.5, by either the
State Energy Resources Conservation and Develop@mminission, the CEC, the
Public Utilities Commission or by the city or coynt which the power plant and
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related facility would be located are not subjectGEQA if the CEQA document
includes the environmental impacts, if any, of éleions described in §21080(b)(6).
The proposed project, which will allow thermal powgant facilities subject to

environmental review by the CEC, to purchase otlsswnavailable emission
offsets, was, therefore, deemed exempt.

Addendum to the November 2001 Final Environmental Asessment for Rule
1309.1- Priority Reserve, April 17, 2002 (SCAQMD No0020417MK): The
Addendum analyzed the environmental impacts assatigith adding an additional
category to those projects approved to draw enmssi@dits from the Priority
Reserve. A specific applicant requested inclugiotihe rule’s definition of an EGF.
The project applicant planned to install and ome@t48 megawatt gas turbine to
provide electricity for its oil production and sudence control activities in the
Wilmington QOil Field located under the City of Loggach. The analysis showed
that no additional adverse environmental impactsewanticipated due to the
inclusion of this category of facility into the dafion of an EGF because this
applicant was already assumed to be a facility Waild access credits from the
Priority Reserve as part of the prior CEQA analysisthis rule and, therefore, no
additional credits were funded into the PrioritysRere. The addendum was certified
at the May 3, 2002, Governing Board public hearing.

Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Re 1309.1 - Priority
Reserve, October 4, 2001 (SCAQMD No. 010809MK): The Draft EA was
released for a 45-day public review and commenipgeirom August 9, 2001, to
September 24, 2001. The Draft EA analyzed poteritverse environmental
impacts from providing temporary access to the SO Rule 1309.1 Priority
Reserve SOx and CO accounts for new EGFs with aggmins deemed complete
between 2000 and 2003, provided they met all alevant SCAQMD requirements
and paid the appropriate mitigation fee. PAR 1B(Q8ovided increased funding of
SOx and CO credits into the Priority Reserve foe exclusively by EGFs and
expanded the definition of an EGF to include amylity that generates electricity for
its own use and is less than 10 megawatts. ThefuS®x and CO credits by EGFs
was limited to the amount transferred and exclugiveserved for EGFs. In
addition, the PAR 1309.1 gave the SCAQMD Executfécer discretion to fund
the PM10 Priority Reserve account up to an addid®b00 pounds per day if the
PM10 account balance fell below 500 pounds per daye to this increased funding
of criteria pollutant credits into the Priority Reege resulting in the use of credits that
would not otherwise be used and the lack of cestdimat the mitigation fee will
fully replenish the credit accounts, the analysisatuded that adverse air quality
impacts would be significant. No comment lettenstbe Draft EA were received
and the Final EA was completed and available tqotigic prior to the November 9,
2001 public hearing.
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Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Ras 1303 - Requirements,
2005 - NSR for RECLAIM and 1309.1 - Priority Resere, April 9, 2001
(SCAQMD No. 010214MK): The Draft EA was released for a 30-day public revie
and comment period from February 14, 2001 to MarBh2001. The Draft EA
analyzed potential adverse environmental impacs fproviding temporary access
to the SCAQMD's Priority Reserve PM10 account fewrEGFs with applications
deemed complete between 2000 and 2003, providedntle¢ all other requirements
and paid the appropriate mitigation fee. Theselitseaare valid for the life of the
equipment. Because the Priority Reserve accoust deaived from past PM10
emission reductions and the required mitigationvies intended to fund identified
emission reduction programs, the adverse air gquatipact was not significant. The
Final EA contained five comment letters receiveairfrthe public on the Draft EA
and responses to those comments. The Final EAh®iproposed amendments to
Rule 1309.1 was completed and available to theiguiior to the April 20, 2001
public hearing for proposed amended Rule 1309.1.

Final Subsequent Environmental Assessment for Proped Amended Regulation
Xl - New Source Review and Rule 212 - Standardsof Approving Permits,
November 1, 1995 (SCAQMD No. 950823JN):The amendments eliminated the
Community Bank from Rule 1309.1 and replaced itvaih offset exemption for new
or modified facilities with emissions less thanifoons per year. The emission offset
requirement would be provided from SCAQMD ERC acteu The Draft SEA was
circulated for a 45-day public comment and revieakigud from August 23, 1995 to
October 11, 1995. Three comment letters on theftDB&A were received,
responded to and included in the Final SEA. ThealFISEA for the proposed
amendments to Rule 1309.1 was completed and alailalihe public prior to the
December 7, 1995 public hearing for proposed ancRégulation XIlI.

Environmental Assessment for Proposed Rule 1309.1Priority Reserve, May 3,
1991: These amendments provided quarterly allocatiots the Priority Reserve
and provided conditions for usage of the Priorigs&ve, such as first requiring the
use of any emission reduction credits (ERCs) hejldabsubject facility before
accessing the Priority Reserve. The evaluatiothefproposed project concluded
that potential environmental impacts were withie tbcope of the environmental
analysis in the Final EA for Proposed AmendmentRégulation XIIl - New Source
Review (SCAQMD No. 900502SS), originally certifiddne 28, 1990. Therefore,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815153 the SCAQMD usedpreviously prepared
Final EA as the CEQA document for the May 3, 198ieadments to Rule 1309.1.

Final Environmental Assessment for Proposed Amendnmes to Regulation XII|

- New Source Review, June 1990 (SCAQMD No. 900502S%he amendments
included establishing a Community Bank and PrioRiserve to provide ERCs for
low-emission sources, such as small businesses easdntial public services,
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respectively. The analysis concluded that the renmental impacts from the

creation of a Priority Reserve, as well as the atnmemts to other parts of Regulation
XIlI, were either not significant or could be méigd to an insignificant level. The
Draft EA was circulated for public review and conmmh&rom May 9, 1990 to June

15, 1990. The Final EA for the proposed amendnmieniRule 1309.1 was completed
and available to the public prior to the June 280l public hearing for proposed
amendments to Regulation Xlll - New Source Review.

Other CEQA Document for Rule 1315

Notice of Exemption for Proposed Rule 1315, Septerab 2006: The purpose of
the rule is to memorialize and formalize the act¢mgn procedures used by
SCAQMD for federal NSR offset tracking. Rule 13difl not, directly or indirectly,
result in any adverse effect on the environmentdokes not in itself result in any
more credits becoming available for use by projestich may themselves have an
effect on the environment. In addition to formmlg the federal NSR offsets
tracking, Rule 1315 makes the NSR offsets programnenstringent by providing
backstop measures, as requested by EPA, in case #re any shortfalls in
SCAQMD'’s federal NSR offset accounts. Rule 131% metually provide a benefit
to the environment, although that effect is noefareable because it is unknown how
many credits will be used and because the Didtast never experienced a shortfall
in credits, so a future shortfall is not foreseeabl'hus, it can be seen with certainty
that there would be no adverse environmental insp@acm Rule 1315.

INTENDED USES OF THIS DOCUMENT

In general, a CEQA document is an informationaluheent that informs a public
agency’'s decision-makers and the public generally potentially significant
environmental effects of a project, identifies polesways to avoid or minimize the
significant effects, and describes reasonable rgltetes to the project (CEQA
Guidelines 815121). A public agency’'s decision-erak must consider the
information in a CEQA document prior to making acid®n on the project.
Accordingly, this Draft PEA is intended to: (a) pide the SCAQMD Governing
Board and the public with information on the enmimental effects of the proposed
project; and, (b) be used as a tool by the SCAQMiveEning Board to facilitate
decision making on the proposed project.

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines 815124(d)(1) requiraspublic agency to identify
the following specific types of intended uses &EQA document:

1. A list of the agencies that are expected to us&thé their decision-making;
2. A list of permits and other approvals requirednpiement the project; and
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3. A list of related environmental review and condgidia requirements required
by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, @iqtes.

To the extent that local public agencies, suchtesccounty planning commissions,
etc., are responsible for making land use and pigndecisions related to projects
that must comply with the PAR 1309.1, they couldgibly rely on this PEA during
their decision-making process. Similarly, othengé purpose public agencies
approving projects at facilities complying with PAR09.1 may rely on this PEA.

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 8§15123(b)(2¢, élneas of controversy known
to the lead agency including issues raised by agenand the public shall be
identified in the CEQA docuement. Table 1-1 hights the areas of controversy
raised by the public during the rule developmentpss either in public meetings or
in written comments.

TABLE 1-1

Areas of Controversy

SCAQMD Evaluation

Area of
Controversy

Topics Raised by
Public

Restricting accesy
to the Priority
Reserve to EGFs
above a certain

Restriction would jeopardize
some projects or could caus
installation of simple-cycle
turbines which are less

PAR 1309.1 has been revised to address the comcern

eregarding the restriction of access to the PrioRgserve
based on MW power generation. The currently pregq
amendments do not limit access because of the tve&lwW

S

MW power efficient (Ibs/MW). power generation, but does impose more stringent
generation requirements depending upon MW capacity.

Potential Minor orphan shutdown As discussed in detail in the “Introduction” of Qiter 4, the
environmental credits and difference in SCAQMD believes there are no significant adverse

impacts from PRR
1315

offset ratios from PRR 1315
will generate potential
environmental impacts.

environmental impacts generated by the implementatf
PRR 1315 because it merely formalizes an accourn
procedure used by SCAQMD for federal NSR offsetkirag
that does not directly or indirectly, result in aagverse effec
on the environment. It does not in itself resaltany more
credits becoming available for use by projects,civhinay
themselves have an effect on the environment. Thengal
impacts from minor orphan shutdown credits andedéfce
in offset ratios are addressed in the air qualitgacts section
of Chapter 4.

ting

[

Extending the
time to access the
Priority Reserve

Allow EGFs more years to
access the Priority Reserve

There are a limited number of Priority Reserve itse|
available. The proposed amendments allowing afte
facilities access to the Priority Reserve and ittme fimitation
on the permit submittal are to promote their cargion and
operation as quickly as possible in order to migaotential

anticipated energy shortages in the near future.
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TABLE 1-1 (CONCLUDED)
Areas of Controversy

Area of
Controversy

Topics Raised by
Public

SCAQMD Evaluation

4. | Due diligence
requirements

Eliminate burdensome
due diligence
requirements

Affected facilities are required to demonstratet tiey have
conducted a due diligence by the earliest datetipedote.
This is necessary to ensure the priority resene ‘Isank of
last resort.” This does not preclude facilitiesnfr continuing
to seek out a more cost-effective source of offaptsintil the
time the offsets for the project must be in pldwyever, due
to the potentially limited supply of offsets froret Priority
Reserve and to maintain equity, the offsets areenaadilable
on a first come first serve basis. It is staffisdarstanding
that the California Energy Commission (CEC) whidehses
all power projects greater than 50 megawatts aquines that
the anticipated source of credits be identified that there ig
no requirement to have the credits on hand at ithe &an
application is filed.

5. | Construction
deadline

Extend deadline to
complete construction
from current three-year
requirement to five years

There are a limited number of Priority Reserve efffsredits
available. The goal of the proposed amendmentsvif
affected facilities access to the Priority Resdnreoffsets is
to expedite the construction and operation of neweqy
generation projects as quickly as possible in otdenitigate
potential shortages of power in the near futuréhe Three-

year term in PAR 1309.1 is intended to promote mnew

generation to come on line at the soonest posdiitie. The
three-year term does not commence by the initiainfe
application date but rather from the issuance &feamit to
Construct or an initial CEC certification, whichevie later.
Furthermore, the applicant can seek an extensiom fthe
Executive Officer beyond the initial three-yearipdr subject
to Rule 205.

6. | Penalty fee

Limit the penalty to one
million dollars.

The non-refundable fee is necessary to providenaantive
for legitimate power projects and to recover thmiistrative
costs incurred by the SCAQMD, including recoveringding
for clean air projects approved and funded withigation
fees. The suggested limit amount may not be sefficto
recover a significant portion of the clean air patjcost for &
typical EGF project.

7. | Returning offsets

Allow the return and
refund of offsets if source
tests later determine the
actual emissions are less
than originally estimated.

Potential commitment of mitigation fees to projestsuld not
make a sell back of surplus credits feasible. Heurhore,
permits are issued for the potential to emit asospfd to
actual equipment/facility emissions. It is alweysticipated
that there is a compliance margin between permitiad
actual emissions.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CEQA Guidelines 815123 requires a CEQA documeiridiude a brief summary of

the proposed actions and their consequences.

diticeg areas of controversy
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including issues raised by the public must alsoimguded in the executive
summary. This Draft PEA consists of the followitlgapters: Chapter 1 — Executive
Summary; Chapter 2 — Project Description; ChaptelEXisting Setting, Chapter 4 —
Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation M&as; Chapter 5 — Potential
Indirect Environmental Impacts; Chapter 6 - Projédternatives and various
appendices. The following subsections briefly samee the contents of each
chapter.

Summary of Chapter 1 — Executive Summary

Chapter 1 includes a discussion of the legislagivinority that allows the SCAQMD
to amend and adopt air pollution control rulesnidees general CEQA requirements
and the intended uses of this CEQA document, antrguizes the remaining five
chapters that comprise this Draft PEA.

Summary of Chapter 2 - Project Description
PAR 1309.1

An EGF is a facility that generates electricity fisrown use and is less than 10 MW,
or is a facility less than 50 MW that generates less than 30 percent of its
electricity to pump water to maintain the integrity the surface elevation of a
municipality or significant portion thereof; or &sthermal power plant less than 50
MW that generates electricity during peak demandods and operates less than
3000 hours per year; or is a thermal power plaaiifya that generates 50 MW or

greater electricity for distribution in the staterounicipality owned grid system (net
generator).

PAR 1309.1 that would allow EGFs temporary accesthe SCAQMD's Priority
Reserve PM10, SOx and CO accounts provided they speeific criteria, such as
new applications must be deemed complete betwedd 2Brough 2008, and
applicants must pay the appropriate mitigation fésther Option 1 or Option ZJ
depending on the proposal adopted by the GoverBivardy. These fees will b
used to fund future clean air projects and PM1Gseimn reduction programs, such as
installing particulate matter traps on diesel eagito create surplus PM10 emission
reductions.

PAR 1309.1 includes a provision that would subdivile district into three zones
based on average PM2.5 concentration observecfos 2003 through 2005. These

5 Throughout the remainder of this document, theresfce to mitigation fees refers to either Optiar Dption 2,
as the SCAQMD Governing Board will make the fination on which option it will adopt at the Pubdiearing
currently scheduled for July 13, 2007.
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zones correspond to health-based exposure lewadsifging Zone 1 as an area with
PM2.5 concentration of less than 18 microgramsqudsic meter (ng/m), Zone 2
with a PM2.5 concentration of 18 to 20 pd/mand Zone 3 with a PM2.5
concentration greater than 20 pg/mThe zones are used to define the criteria for
eligibility to access the Priority Reserve and/or determine the amount of the
mitigation fee for the Priority Reserve credits. GES will also be subject to
environmental justice area (EJA) criteria to defaenthose areas already
disproportionately impacted by existing pollutiayusces.

The zone/EJA location of the EGF and amount of MWvgr generation will
determine the stringency of the requirements, oholy level of allowable NOx and
PM10 emissions, cancer risk, non-cancer risk amteraburden, as well as the
amount of mitigation fee.

PAR 1309.1 also includes a provision that woul@wlEGFs in areas outside and
downwind of the district, e.g., the Mojave and Aope Valleys, to request access to
the VOC account of the Priority Reserve as lonwidisdrawal requests are received
by January 1, 2009. The total request cannot ex6¢@00 pounds of VOC per day
and a mitigation fee will be charged. A detailedsion of PAR 1309.1 can be found
in Appendix A of this document.

PRR 1315

PRR 1315 specifies procedures to be followed byHkecutive Officer to make
annual demonstrations of equivalency to verify tlsgecific provisions in the
SCAQMD’s NSR program related to sources that atteeeiexempt from offsets or
which obtain their offsets from the SCAQMD'’s offsicounts meet in aggregate the
federal nonattainment NSR offset requirements. @rioeedures specified in this rule
are used by the Executive Officer to demonstraettie sources which are subject to
the federal NSR emission offset requirements andlwbbtain emission credits
through allocations from Rule 1309.1 — Priority B®®, Rule 1309.2 — Offset
Budget, or which utilize the emission offset exeimms contained in Rule 1304 —
Exemptions, are fully offset by valid emission dted A detailed version of PRR
1315 can be found in Appendix A of this document.

Summary of Chapter 3 - Existing Setting

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines 815125, Chapter EXxisting Setting, includes
descriptions of those environmental areas thatdcbel adversely affected by PAR
1309.1 as identified in the initial study (Appendd. The following subsection

briefly highlights the existing setting for air ditgy, which was the only

environmental area identified that could potengi@é adversely directly affected by
implementing PAR 1309.1.
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Air Quality

Air quality in the area of the SCAQMD's jurisdiationas shown substantial
improvement over the last two decades. Nevertbelesme federal and state air
quality standards are still exceeded frequentlyland wide margin. Of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) establishear fsix criteria pollutants
(ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide,bmar monoxide and PM10), the area
within the SCAQMD's jurisdiction is only in attairemt with sulfur dioxide, nitrogen
dioxide and lead standards. However, on May 10720.S. EPA published in the
Federal Registrar its final decision to approve BE€AQMD’s request for re-
designation from non-attainment to attainment f@, &ffective June 11, 2007.
Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the @xgstair quality setting for each
criteria pollutant, as well as the human healtle@# resulting from exposure to each
criteria pollutant.

Summary of Chapter 4 - Environmental Impacts and Mtigation Measures

CEQA Guidelines 815126(a) requires the followingn"EIR shall identify and
focus on the significant environmental effects loé proposed project. Direct and
indirect significant effects of the project on tlmvironment shall be clearly
identified and described, giving due consideratorboth the short-term and long-
term effects."

The following subsection briefly summarizes thelgsia of potential direct adverse
environmental impacts from the adoption and impletaigon of PAR 1309.1.

Air Quality

The potential adverse air quality impact from thhepmsed amendments could be
significant because credits that would not othesvins used will now be used to meet
a facility’s offset requirements pursuant to Rul@93 and 2005. Due to the lack of
certainty that the mitigation fee will fully replesih credit accounts, credits are
expected to be used in amounts that exceed the SAAYHPM10, SOx, CO and
VOC daily operational significance thresholds. thker, biosolids processing
facilities would qualify for permanent access te Briority Reserve which they were
not previously allowed to access and would not bbjest to mitigation fee
requirements.

1-15 July 2007



Final Program Environmental Assessment for PAR 1B@8ad PRR 1315

TABLE 1-2
Environmental Impacts from Proposed Project andgsiton

ENVIRONMENTAL PROPOSED PROJECT MITIGATION
TOPIC
Air Quality Significant due to use of credits that would nptPay appropriate mitigation fee

o

Criteria Pollutants| otherwise be used and in amounts exceeding for each pound per day obtaine
SCAQMD significance thresholds, and lack agffrom Priority Reserve

certainty to equally replenish the account for
the amount withdrawn

Since there is an increased amount of availablkditsren the Priority Reserve, above
the allocations originally established by the raled there lacks certainty to equally
replenish the account for the amount withdrawneplenish below the air quality

significance thresholds, the proposed project nesult in significant adverse air

guality impacts.

Potential Direct Environmental Impacts Found Not ToBe Significant

The Initial Study for PAR 1309.1 includes an enmimental checklist of
approximately 17 environmental topics to be evaddor potential adverse impacts
from a proposed project. Review of the proposediept at the NOP/IS stage
identified one topic, air quality, for further rew in the Draft PEA. Where the
Initial Study concluded that the project would hawe significant direct adverse
effects on the remaining environmental topics, nmments were received on the
NOP/IS or at the public meetings that changed dasclusion. The screening
analysis concluded that the following environmeataas would not be significantly
adversely directly affected by PAR 1309.1:

» aesthetics

» agriculture resources

* Dbiological resources

» cultural resources

* energy

» geology/soils

* hazards and hazardous materials

* hydrology and water quality

* land use and planning

* mineral resources

* noise
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* population and housing
* public services

* recreation

» solid/hazardous waste
» transportation/traffic

Other CEQA Topics

CEQA requires EAs to address the potential foversible environmental changes,
growth-inducing impacts and inconsistencies witlgioral plans. Due to the
significant adverse air quality impacts, the praubsproject would result in
irreversible environmental changes but becausbeottirrent energy crisis, which is
the reason for the proposed rule amendments, tbpoped project will not be
growth-inducing.

Summary of Chapter 5 — Potential Indirect Environmental Impacts

Chapter 5 addresses comments previously receiveppgnents of amending Rule
1309.1 that the SCAQMD should evaluate the indireffeécts of operating and
constructing facilities seeking access to creditthe Priority Reserve. To respond to
these comments, the SCAQMD has performed a literasearch for the CEQA
documents for the known EGFs that are the subjécth® currently proposed
amendments and for EPRS and publicly-owned biosafeatment facilities projects
that may be the subject of future proposed amentimerSCAQMD staff has
summarized the impacts, mitigation measures andlesions from these projects
(see also Appendix D). In addition, because of ittweasing attention directed
towards global climate change and GHGs, Chaptels® iacludes an analysis of
GHG emissions primarily from EGFs because the enwrental documents being
relied upon for the analysis of indirect impactsnsearized in this chapter and
Appendix D, either do not evaluate GHG emissiongjwalitatively address them.
Finally, Chapter 5 includes and evaluation of iadirhealth effects.

The following subsections briefly summarize theikade information on potential
indirect environmental impacts from the facilities types of facilities expected to
seek credits from the Priority Reserve as parhefdurrently proposed amendments
or as part of potential future amendments to RG[E911.

Aesthetics (Visual Resources)

With the exception of the Cabrillo Port Projectnstyuction impacts that could affect
aesthetics resources were concluded to be lesssifpaificant or could be mitigated

1-17 July 2007



Final Program Environmental Assessment for PAR 1B@8ad PRR 1315

to less than significant. Construction impactsaésthetics resources were concluded
to be significant for the Cabrillo Port Project, tbwere not evaluated for the
Riverside Energy Project.

With the exception of the Cabrillo Port Projectemtion impacts that could affect
aesthetics resources were concluded to be lesssifpaificant or could be mitigated
to less than significant. Operation impacts tdredgs resources were concluded to
be significant for the Cabrillo Port Project, buéne not evaluated for the Riverside
Energy Project.

Adgricultural Resources

Construction impacts to agricultural resources west analyzed for the following
projects: Cabrillo Port; EI Segundo Repower; RidesEnergy; SES Long Beach;
Sun Valley; or Walnut Creek. For the remainingj@cts, construction impacts to
agricultural resources were concluded to be less thignificant or could be
mitigated to less than significant.

Operation impacts to agricultural resources were amalyzed for the following
projects: Cabrillo Port; Riverside Energy; SES Ld&®pch; or Sun Valley. For the
remaining projects, operation impacts to agricaltwesources were concluded to be
less than significant or could be mitigated to lss significant.

Air Quality

With the exception of the Cabrillo Port Project;3€gundo Repower; and SES Long
Beach, construction impacts that could affect askigr affect air quality were
concluded to be less than significant or could bigated to less than significant.
Construction air quality impacts were concludedo#o significant for the Cabrillo
Port Project; El Segundo; and SES Long Beach.

With the exception of the Cabrillo Port Project; &égundo Repower; Nursery
Products; and SES Long Beach, operation air quatipacts were concluded to be
less than significant or could be mitigated to ldssn significant. Operation air
guality impacts were concluded to be significamtthe Cabrillo Port Project.

Biological Resources

With the exception of the Cabrillo Port Projectnstyuction impacts that could affect
biological resources were concluded to be less si@mficant or could be mitigated
to less than significant. Construction impactsitdogical resources were concluded
to be significant for the Cabrillo Port Project.
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With the exception of the Cabrillo Port and El Sedw Projects, operation impacts
that could affect biological resources were conetutb be less than significant or
could be mitigated to less than significant. Operaimpacts to biological resources
were concluded to be significant for the CabrilrtHProject, but were not evaluated
for the Riverside Energy Project.

Cultural Resources

Construction impacts that could affect culturalogses were concluded to be less
than significant or could be mitigated to less teamificant for all projects.

Operational impacts to cultural resources wereewatuated for AES Highgrove; El

Segundo Repower; or Riverside Energy. Operatigraots that could affect cultural

resources were concluded to be less than signifaracould be mitigated to less than
significant for all remaining projects.

Energy

Energy impacts were concluded to be less than feignt for the Cabrillo Port
Project. None of the remaining projects evaluateastruction or operation energy
impacts.

Geology

Construction impacts that could affect geologieslources were concluded to be less
than significant or could be mitigated to less teagmificant for all projects.

Operational impacts to geological resources weteemaluated for AES Highgrove
or Riverside Energy. Operation impacts that caiffdct geological resources were
concluded to be less than significant or could ltegated to less than significant for
all remaining projects.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

With the exception of the Riverside Energy Projednstruction impacts that could
create hazards and hazardous materials impacts esr@duded to be less than
significant or could be mitigated to less than #gigant for all projects. Construction
impacts that could create hazards and hazardougrialat impacts were not
evaluated in the Riverside Energy Project.

Operation impacts that could create hazards andrtiezs materials impacts were
concluded to be less than significant or could ltegated to less than significant for
all projects.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

With the exception of Cabrillo Port and RiversideeEgy, construction impacts that
could create hydrology and water quality impactsemeoncluded to be less than
significant or could be mitigated to less than gigant for all projects. Construction
impacts that could create hydrology and water guaipacts were concluded to be
significant for the Cabrillo Port Project, but wemet evaluated for the Riverside
Energy Project.

Operation impacts that could create hydrology aratew quality impacts were
concluded to be less than significant or could ltegated to less than significant for
all projects, except the Cabrillo Port Project, ethconcluded that hydrology and
water quality impacts from the project would bengigant.

Land Use and Planning

Construction impacts to land use and planning weo¢ evaluated for AES
Highgrove; Riverside Energy; Sun Valley; or Walrteek. For all remaining
projects construction land use and planning impaeise concluded to be less than
significant.

Operational land use and planning impacts wereladed to be less than significant
or could be mitigated to less than significantdtbmemaining projects.

Mineral Resources

With the exception of Cabrillo Port, neither coostion nor operation mineral
resources impacts were evaluated for any of thee@ Mineral resources impacts
were concluded to be less than significant forGaérillo Port Project.

Noise

With the exception of Cabrillo Port, constructiomise impacts were concluded to be
less than significant or could be mitigated to ldssn significant for all projects.
Construction noise impacts were concluded to baeifsggnt for the Cabrillo Port
Project.

With the exception of Cabrillo Port, operation moimpacts were concluded to be
less than significant or could be mitigated to ldssn significant for all projects.
Operation noise impacts were concluded to be sggmf for the Cabrillo Port
Project.
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Population/Housing

Neither construction nor operation population/hngsimpacts were evaluated for the
following projects: AES Highgrove; Cabrillo Port] Eegundo Repower; Riverside
Energy; Sun Valley; City of Vernon; or Walnut CreeRopulation/housing impacts
were concluded to be less than significant foreathaining projects.

Public Services

Construction impacts to public services were natlwated for the following projects:
AES Highgrove; Cabrillo Port; Riverside Energy; Sdalley; City of Vernon; or
Walnut Creek. Construction impacts to public segsiwere concluded to be less
than significant for all remaining projects.

Operation impacts to public services were not eseld for the following projects:
AES Highgrove; Cabrillo Port; Riverside Energy; Sdalley; City of Vernon; or
Walnut Creek. Operation impacts to public servieese concluded to be less than
significant for all remaining projects.

Recreation

Construction impacts to recreation services weteekaluated for all projects except
Cabrillo Port and Nursery Products. Constructmapacts to recreation services were
concluded to be less than significant for the GlabFiort and Nursery Products.

Operation impacts to recreation services were wmatuated for all projects except
Cabrillo Port and Nursery Products. Constructmapacts to recreation services were
concluded to be significant for Cabrillo Port amsd than significant for Nursery
Products.

Solid/Hazardous Waste

With the exception of Cabrillo Port and Nursery dRrots, construction
solid/hazardous waste impacts were concluded tedsethan significant or could be
mitigated to less than significant for all projectSonstruction solid/hazardous waste
impacts were not evaluated for the Cabrillo Pofarsery Products Projects.

With the exception of Cabrillo Port and Nursery dRrcts, operation solid/hazardous
waste impacts were concluded to be less than gigntfor could be mitigated to less

than significant for all projects. Operation s@higzardous waste impacts were not
evaluated for the Cabrillo Port or Nursery Prodiriigjects.
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Traffic

Construction traffic impacts were concluded to ésslthan significant or could be
mitigated to less than significant for all projects

Operation traffic impacts were concluded to be & significant or could be
mitigated to less than significant for all projects

Summary of Chapter 6 — Alternatives

The Draft PEA will discuss and compare relative iteeof alternatives to the

proposed project, as required by CEQA and by SCAQRIIe 110, when there are
significant adverse impacts.

Possible feasible project alternatives are listedable 1-3 along with aspects of the
alternatives that differ from the proposed projetinless otherwise stated, all other
components, including biosolids, of the projectmatives are the same as the
proposed project. Affected facilities are EGFs ttug current proposed project and
EPRSs for future proposed amendments.

TABLE 1-3
Project Alternatives
Project APPLICABILITY Exceptions
Alternative Three PM2.5 Zones | Environmental Justice Cancer Risk Area
Area
Alternative A: No No No No No
Project Alternative
Alternative B: Yes No No No
PM2.5 Zones Only | , Tiered Mitigation
Fees

Alternative C: Yes Yes Yes No

PM2.5 Zones; EJA
and CRA

Tiered Mitigation

* Affected facility in

* Affected facility in

Aoplicabilit Fees EJA subject to fee = CRA subject to fee 3
pplicabiiity Zone 3 fee Zone 3 fee
Alternative D: Yes Yes Yes e Municipal EGFs

Limited Access to

Tiered Mitigation

* No access if affected * No access if affected

and/or “Peaker”

Priority Reserve Fees facility in EJA facility in CRA (<100 MW)
with Exceptions subject to fee =
* No access if affected Zone 3 fee
facility in Zone 3
Alternative E: Most Yes Yes Yes No

Limited Access to
Priority Reserve

Tiered Mitigation

* No access if affecteg

I ¢ No access if affectedl

Fees facility in EJA facility in CRA
* No access if affected
facility in Zone 3
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Chapter 2 - Project Description

PROJECT LOCATION

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,4tBare miles (referred to
hereafter as the district), consisting of the foaunty South Coast Air Basin (Basin)
and the Riverside County portions of the Salton S&aBasin (SSAB) and the
Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). The Basin, whicls ia subarea of the
SCAQMD'’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific €an to the west and the San
Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountaitise north and east. The 6,745
square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County #iednondesert portions of Los
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino countiese Riverside County portion of
the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mlmins in the west and
spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley. Tderé nonattainment area (known
as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a suloregif both Riverside County and
the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountairthe west and the eastern
boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Fegiul).

Santa

San Joaquin KerCounty B San Bernardino County
Barbara

Mojave Desert
Air Basin

Rjve rsagw‘\

Salton Sea
Air Basin
Imperial County

San Diego
Air Basin
A San Diego Coun

South Coast \

Air Quality Management District
e SCAQMD Jurisdiction

FIGURE 2-1

South Coast Air Quality Management District
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BACKGROUND
New Source Review

Federal and state laws require the development iemmementation of NSR
programs to ensure that the operation of new, remfjifor relocated stationary
emission sources in nonattainment areas does testare with the attainment and
maintenance of California and national ambientqgaiality standards (CAAQS and
NAAQS). Local NSR programs must, at a minimum, pbnwith the requirements
established pursuant to federal and state law, lwimclude: (1) pre-construction
review; (2) the installation of BACT; and, (3) tb#setting of emission increases by
providing emission reductions or purchasing ERC$he SCAQMD originally
adopted its NSR program in 1976. U.S. EPA iniiadbproved the SCAQMD’s
NSR program into the California State ImplementatiBlan (SIP) initially on
January 21, 1981, approved the revised NSR programi996, and adopted
subsequent amendments to the NSR program intoltherSseveral occasions.

NSR Tracking

The SCAQMD’s NSR tracking system provides an actiagrsystem that identifies
the sources of ERCs including orphan shutdownglssireductions and previous
NSR balances; the accounts that these ERCs areatsltb to include Rule 1304
exemptions and the Priority Reserve. The Rule 1I3(riority Reserve was
established to provide ERCs for specific prioripuces, including essential public
services, innovative technology and research opesat

Essential public services include sewage treatiiaeilities, prisons, police facilities,
fire fighting facilities, schools, hospitals, laildf, water operations and public
transit. To qualify to draw from the Priority Rege bank of credits, an essential
public service must provide all required offsetaiable by modifying sources at the
same facility to best available retrofit controlcheology (BARCT) levels or
demonstrate that no sources within the facilityldde modified to BARCT levels to
provide offsets.

According to the current Rule 1309.1, the PriofRgserve is funded quarterly on
March 31, June 30, September 30 and December B&.aimounts of this funding do
not exceed the amounts listed in Table 2-1.
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TABLE 2-1

Priority Reserve Allocations

Air Contaminant

Quarterly Allocation
(pounds per day)

Volatile Organic Compounds 500
Nitrogen Oxides (N 250
Sulfur Dioxide (SOXx) 60
Particulate Matter (PM10) 125
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 250

The SCAQMD prepares an annual report which focasethe supply and demand
for creditable emission reductions and requirededff for sources that the SCAQMD

has taken responsibility to provide offsets (i.prjority reserve, etc.).

The

information in that report is derived from the SCMQ's NSR tracking system, with
the most recent report presented to the SCAQMDige@ing Board on February 2,
2007. The balance of creditable emission redustarailable for future compliance
with Federal offset requirements is listed in Tabi2.

TABLE 2-2
NSR Balance (for activity between August 2002 é¢tted December 2007)
Source VOC NOy SOx coO PM10
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)

Previous NSR Balance 137,400 57,680 21,440 15,680 15,360
Credits Receive¢irom orphan 68,870 23,280 5,598 26,663 15,279
shutdowns, surplus reductions and
other discounts of ERCs)
Offsets Usedby Rule 1304 - 5,743 -7,516 -178 -17,765 -2,616
exemptions/adjustmeritand
priority reserve)
Surplus Adjustment -20,580 -14,960 -6,300 0 -200
Unused Initial Balances -43,040 -9,040 -14,840 0 0
NSR Balancéprevious balance + 136,907 49,444 5,720 24,578 27,823
creditable reductions — increases)

Source: NSR Status Report, Table 1, 2 and 3 — Bie&trminations of Equivalency for SCAQMD’s Federal
Offset Accounts (SCAQMD, February 2, 2007 Goverrdmard Public Hearing Agenda No. 37)

® Several offset exemptions are provided in Rul@4land are either beneficial to the environmeritriwen by

severe economic needs.
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Background on Projects Affected by the Proposed Anmeiments

California’s growth in demand for natural gas asl fior electricity generation is the
reason California consumes a significant shar@eitorld’s natural gas supplies. In
the future, natural gas prices can be expectedntintie increasing unless demand is
lowered or imports increase to boost available kepp

The California Energy Commission (CEC) staff repd@alifornia Natural Gas
Assessment Update” (CEC-600-2005-003, February 26@&le the following key
observations and conclusions regarding naturaligage:

» About 85 percent of natural gas used in Califorsiaported.

» Natural gas used for electricity generation is [Hrgest contributor to the
state’s growing demand at a rate of one percenygxar.

» California’s population continues to grow and mosw homes and
buildings have air conditioning and natural gastinga Natural gas is
burned by electricity generating equipment in sumre@ meet peak
electrical demand for air conditioning and in spaeating equipment in
winter.

* Natural gas prices in 2004 were double what thesewe 2002 and earlier
years.

» Fast-growing western states such as Nevada, AriandaNew Mexico are
competing with California for natural gas supplies.

» Existing sources of natural gas supply are locatedsource basins that are
maturing and remaining resources are now in smadaural gas fields that
deplete more quickly resulting in the need to dnibre wells more
frequently.

» Options to increase supply include increased dgllof more expensive
natural gas resources, including unconventionabuees and those in
Arctic North America. These resources, howeverndb represent near-
term solutions, because they will require techniclalgdrilling advances
and the construction of major new interstate pipgsdj respectively.

» State energy policy puts an emphasis upon redutatgral gas demand
and dependence upon natural gas-fired electricéperation through
natural gas energy efficiency and distributed gatem programs. In
addition, the state has committed to increase tbeagption of electricity
sold in the state that is produced by renewableggrtechnologies.
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Further, new generation capacity is needed to mestasing electricity demand for
the following additional reasofis

» Electricity demand on July 24, 2006 was 4,800 M\34hkr statewide than
2005'’s all-time high.

» According to the California Independent System @pmer(CAISO), peak
demand was 38 percent higher than peak demandgdima2001 power
crisis, and generation capacity increases sincéd pd@e been 23 percent.
CAISO believes a minimum of 9,000 MW must be lodatethin the Los
Angeles local reliability area to assure systeribta

» The CEC believes many power plants are currentlyo4€0 years old and
are at high risk of retirement.

Electric Generating Facilities (EGFS)

In order to avoid the type of energy crisis Califiarexperienced during years 2000
and 2001, it is critical to increase future enepggduction to meet the increasing
demand and provide supply reliability. Large tharmower plants built recently in
California are fueled by natural gas because nlagjas is considered BACT for all
pollutants and is more cost effective compared tteero fossil-fueled generation
technology.

In-District EGFs

Power plants, including “peaker” plants, are cutlserbeing proposed to be
constructed in southern California totaling a maxim additional production of
approximately 5,000 megawatts (MW) of electricity order to process the permits
for the equipment needed to operate these proguission offsets will be necessary
in accordance with the requirements of SCAQMD’seR1B03 or Rule 2005 (NSR
for RECLAIM sources).

Table 2-3 shows the currently proposed in-disti€kFs based on information
currently available to the SCAQMD staff that majdaadvantage of accessing the
Priority Reserve, their proposed locations, progmpacities and estimated PM10,
SOx, and CO emissions if operating at permittechcdp. Table 2-3 also shows the
projected amount of emissions from 5,000 MW thatuMioneed to be offset to
comply with NSR offset requirements before permasld be approved. It should
be noted that the amount of offset is based om@m@émum daily emissions allowed
by the air quality permit. The annual average afieg capacity is much lower (i.e.,
35 pecent), especially for “peaker” plants.

" Edison Mission Energy (Thomas McCabe Jr, April 200
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TABLE 2-3

Proposed Known In-District EGFs Estimated to besRally
Eligible to Access the Priority Reserve

Proposed In- Proposed Project | PM10 SOx CO Zone'
District EGFs Location Capacity | (Ibs/day) | (lbs/day) | (lbs/day)
AES Highgrové 12700 Taylor St, Grand 300 MW 294 30 726 3
Terrace
Carson Hydrogen 1801 E Sepulveda Blvg, 500 MW 603 9 365 1
Power Project Carson
Competative Power | 17000 Diablo Rd, Northh 850 MW 741 74 0 1
Ventures LLC, Palm Springs (attainment)
Ocotillo® *
El Segundo 301 Vista del Mar, El 630 MW 353 0 0 1
Repower- Segundo
Dynegy/NRG
Reliant EnergyLLC™> > | 8996 Etiwanda Ave, 656 MW 545 58 458 3/ EJA
Etiwanda
Riverside Energy 5950 Acorn Avenue, 96 MW 100 10 248 3
Resource — City of | Riverside
Riversidé
Sun Valley 29500 Rouse Rd, 500 MW 463 46 1240 1
Romoland
Vernon Power Plant 1+ 3200 Fruitland Ave, 943 MW 857 91 720 2/ EJA
City of Vernorf Vernon
Walnut Creek 911 Bixby Dr, City of 500 MW 463 46 1240 2
Industry
TOTAL | 4,975 MW | 4,419 364 4,997
1. A map of proposed zones can be found in PAR 138ppendix A.
2. Permit application submitted to the SCAQMD.
3. No permit application submitted yet to the SCAQMD.
4. Atfter the release of the Draft PEA, this projecswanamed CPV Sentinel Energy.
5. After the release of the Draft PEA, this projecswanamed San Gabriel Generating Station.

Figure 2-2 shows the location of the known in-distEGFs as well as the
boundaries of PM2.5 zones and EJAs (shaded).

Notwithstanding Rule 1303 (b)(4), PAR 1309.1 (c)¢&uld require EGFs using
ERCs from the Priority Reserve to purchase offseisgions at a ratio of one to
1.2. This offset ratio is based on 30-day averaggssions from power plant
equipment (turbines and boilers with selective lgata reduction (SCR) air
pollution control equipment, standby generators amlergency fire engine
pumps) for permits currently being processed by 8@AQMD. Using the
projected emissions generated by 5,000 MW, Table shows the estimated
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amount of ERCs that would be needed by EGFs tefgdtie offset ratio required
by Rule 1309.1 (c)(6).

Legend

1

Burbank
e

an Bernardino

S
San Gabriel Reliant Energy

Los Angeles’ -Ontarﬁﬁ
- City of Vernon .. Chino ——
Diamong Bar®
alnut Creek Energy Project '

AES Highgrove

e

Riverside
v CPV Ocotillo

Buengj’/;:rk
°

BP_Edison Mission Groap

‘Anaheim \

Perris
Sun Valley EnergyProject

FIGURE 2-2
Location of the Known In-District EGFs

TABLE 2-4

Estimated Emissions Offset Requirements for Emissio
From Power Plant Projects Totaling 5,000 MW

Criteria Emissions Needing to | ERC Offset Ratio
Pollutant be Offset Needs (1.0to 1.2)
(pounds per day) (pounds per day)
co 4,997 5,996
PM10 4,419 5,303
SOx 364 437

* Assuming the 30-day average emissions are thee sgarthe daily permitted

levels for the purpose of Rule 1303(b)(4) requiretae
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EGF Projects Located In Downwind Air Basin

For the same reasons noted above, new power @emnesxpected to be constructed
in other areas of California to avoid the energgisrCalifornia experienced during
years 2000 and 2001. Air basins located downwihdhe district are having
difficulties siting EGFs because, as air agencyesgntatives have indicated, they
have a chronic shortage of NOx ERCs that would d=dad for offsets pursuant to
local NSR requirements. In the currently propoas@ndments, EGFs in downwind
basins would be provided an opportunity to purcha®€ credits from the Priority
Reserve which, subject to certain conditions, maytilized to offset other criteria
pollutant emissions, such as NOx, by use of theripbllutant credit trading
mechanism. Existing state law provides for thendfer and use of inter-basin
credits. Table 2-5 lists the currently proposedmleind air basin EGFs eligible to
access the Priority Reserve in accordance witlptbposed amendments.

TABLE 2-5

Proposed Known Downwind Air Basin EGFs Estimateded’otentially
Eligible to Access the Priority Reserve

Downwind Location Project VOC
EGFs Capacity | (Ibs/day)

City of Palmdale SE intersection Sierra Highway aveé M, Paimdale | 550 MW

< 5,000

City of Victorville | NE intersection Colusa Rd & Heidale Rd, Victorville] 550 MW

<is “less than.”

Energy Projects of Regional Significance (EPRS)

The following projects are described herein becdlisg are under consideration for
access to the Priority Reserve ERCs as part ofdimendments to Rule 1309.1.

Liquefied Natural Gas

Importing liquefied natural gas (LNG) is one meahsatisfying California’s future

projected growth in demand for natural gas. LNGn&ural gas cooled and
condensed into a liquid. It is mostly methane wgithall amounts of ethane, propane
and other liquefied petroleum gases and is genefahdled at slightly above

atmospheric pressure, which requires a very lowptrature. In order to keep
natural gas in a liquid state, LNG must be refaged to minus 260 degrees
Fahrenheit. LNG supplies come primarily from locas where large gas

discoveries have been made, such as Algeria, Bdnidenezuela, Nigeria, Norway,
Qatar, Oman and Australia. Some LNG is producetllaska as well. Today there
are 113 active LNG facilities spread across thetddhiStates, with a higher
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concentration of them in the northeastern stat€ébere are currently three LNG
import terminals under consideration off the caEssouthern California that would
supply LNG to the district (Table 2-6). One propb4eNG project in the region is
the SES project which, based on publicly availabfermation, was abandoned by
the Harbor Commission on January 22, 2007, prior coompletion of the
environmental review process. The SES projectqumepts subsequently filed a writ
of mandate with the Los Angeles Superior Courtiteal the Port of Long Beach to
complete the environmental review process. Theeefthe future status of this
project is unknown.

Crude Oil

After crude olil is extracted from the earth’s sulisce, it is transported, stored and
distributed to local refineries which, in turn, pess the crude into usable products
such as gasoline and diesel fuel to power combustipipment and produce plastics
and asphalt paving material. As production from thain sources of crude oil for
the southern California region, namely Californial &Alaska, has declined, marine-
delivered crude oil imports from overseas havedased over the past few years and
currently represent more than 40 percent of thal tmtude oil refined in southern
California. Currently, crude oil is imported fromvariety of worldwide sources,
including the Middle East and Latin AmericaBoth California and Alaska crude oil
production are expected to continue to decline asdj result, crude oil imports are
expected to keep increasing.

Locally, various companies transport the crudevial marine vessels into the ports
and then to refineries through pipeline, tankecksuand/or rail. Currently, the
storage of crude oil arriving at the ports is cdesed inadequate to accommodate the
anticipated volume so there is a proposal to coostra new crude oil
import/offloading facility at the Port of Los Anged. The new equipment at the site
will be subject to NSR requirements and will likelyquire emission offsets. The
project is considered critical in enhancing the ampcapacity of crude oil into
southern California. New storage capabilities @adnping equipment will allow
quick and efficient oil offloading, which will rede the time a vessel remains in
port, thereby minimizing emissions from the transipg vessel. Once offloading is
completed, the vessel will leave the berth. Newenground pipelines connected to
local refineries and other existing pipeline disiition systems will carry the product
away from the terminal site.

Table 2-6 lists currently proposed energy projedtsegional significance (EPRS)
that would likely be eligible to access the Pripfeserve in accordance with future
amendments. Projects listed in Table 2-6 are otiyren various stages of siting
permits so, it is not certain that all projects Wbhe constructed. Future projects

8 “Outlook for Crude Oil in California” (Baker & O’Ben Inc., May 2005)
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could be eligible to access the Priority Reservemiéeting the proposed rule
requirements. For the purpose of the CEQA anabysiadirect impacts, all known
projects are included.

TABLE 2-6

Proposed Known EPRSs Estimated to be Potentially
Eligible to Access the Priority Reserve

Proposed EPRSs | Proposed Location | Project | PM10 SOx CcO
Capacity (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)

Esperanza LNG Potential sites up to 12 500 - 1000 61 322 122
Receiving Terminal miles offshore of Long Mcf/d

Beach area
Pacific LA Marine Pier 400; tanks on Terminal 250,000 15 155 107
Terminal LLCCrude Oil | Island; pipeline between barrels/day
Receiving Facility berth, tanks and existing

pipeline system.
SES Long Beach LNG | Pier T, Berth 126, Termingl 700 - 1000 61 322 122
Import Terminal Island, Port of Long Beach Mcf/d
Woodside/Ocean Way | Pacific Ocean; 22 miles 800 - 1200 61 322 122
LNG Terminal Project | south of Malibu Mcf/d

TOTAL 198 1,121 473

Biosolids Treatment Facilities

Similar to EPRS, biosolids treatment facilities areluded herein because they are
under consideration to be allowed access to theriBriReserve as part of future
amendments to Rule 1309.1 or 1302 (Definitions).

Final disposal options have become narrower foragewtreatment facilities as
agricultural land spreading is becoming more lighitpast legislation has restricted
ocean disposal; landfills are reaching capacityt aew technologies, such as deep
well injection and gasification, are in developnamstages and considered risky
options. Land-based treatment options, such agpaesting and drying/pelletizing,
remain feasible choices.

Biosolids are carefully treated and monitored andgtnbe used in accordance with
regulatory requirements. Pre-treatment regulati@ugiire that industrial facilities
pre-treat their wastewater to remove hazardousacanants before it is sent to a
wastewater treatment plant. Wastewater treatmaantilites monitor incoming
wastewater streams to ensure their recyclability @mpatibility with the treatment
plant process. Once the wastewater reaches tm, plee sewage goes through
physical, chemical and biological processes whlelrcthe wastewater and remove

July 2007



Chapter 2 - Project Description

the solids. The wastewater treatment processetizeanwastewater solids to control
pathogens (disease-causing organisms, such amdeatderia, viruses and parasites)
and other organisms capable of transporting disease

A biosolids processing facility is an operation ttharther treats solids generated
from wastewater treatment occurring exclusivelythe district. To ensure that
wastewater treatment solids will not be importemhfrother regions for processing,
there will be conditions limiting the operation ttee use of only those wastewater
solids generated from waste water treatment indik&ict. Biosolids processing
facilities may be publicly owned and operated, av or a public/private
partnership. However, it is currently anticipatbat future rule amendments will
have different requirements for the publicly owrsed operated operations.

Once sewage treatment is complete, the resultiogobds are the nutrient-rich
organic materials resulting from the treatment @edstic commercial and industrial
wastewater. When treated and processed, sewadgeshecomes biosolids which
can be safely recycled and applied as fertilizelsat amendment to sustainably
improve and maintain productive soils and stimufd#at growth.

The application of biosolids reduces the need fernuical fertilizers as biosolids
may be composted and sold, or distributed for umskwns and home gardens. Most
biosolids composts are highly desirable producis #éine easy to store, transport and
use. Further, biosolids have been found to promegped timber growth, allowing
quicker and more efficient harvesting of wood.

Based on historical information, local sanitatiastiicts have provided estimates of
the amount of ERCs needed in the future to offsetposting and dry pelletizing
biosolids projects, although there are only a fesrnpt applications currently
submitted for these types of facilities. Thesesson estimates are listed in Table 4-
2 in Chapter 4 along with other estimated ERCs etgaketo be needed by EGFs and
EPRS that would also be eligible to withdraw frdm Priority Reserve in the future
under PAR 1309.1.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The following project description includes the emtprogram of rule amendments,
including the currently proposed amendments to ®ul&09.1 and 1315, and
potential future proposed amendments anticipate®Rute 1309.1. As discussed
above, only the EGF amendments are part of theewumproposal. In order to
construct and operate new EGFs, owner/operatolsiegd to obtain permits for air
polluting and control equipment. The permits widit be issued until the applicant
appropriately offsets the new emissions in accardamith Regulation Xl - New

Source Review. However, based on future increatdand for electricity the

supply of PM10, SOx and CO ERCs available in thenomarket at this time may be
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limited and could restrict construction of new powgenerating facilities. To

increase the availability of ERCs for EGFs in threct, the SCAQMD is proposing

amendments to Rule 1309.1 and add additional donditfor EGFs to access the
Priority Reserve as summarized in the followingtises. A copy of PAR 1309.1

and PRR 1315 can be found in Appendix A.

PAR 1309.1
In-District Electrical Generating Facilities

The SCAQMD is proposing amendments to Rule 130Bat twould allow EGFs

temporary access to the SCAQMD's Priority ResetMA® SOx and CO accounts
provided they meet specific criteria, such as neplieations must be deemed
complete between 2005 through 2008 and applicanist rpay the appropriate
mitigation fees. These fees will be used to fumidile clean air projects and PM10
emission reduction programs, such as installingiqudate matter traps on diesel
engines to create surplus PM10 emission reductions.

To address the concerns raised by the GoverningdBadahe September 2006 public
hearing, PAR 1309.1 includes a provision that waulddivide the district into three
zones based on average PM2.5 concentrations obdsienvgears 2003 through 2005.
These zones correspond to health-based exposeils #assifying Zone 1 as an area
with annual average PM2.5 concentration of less f@&micrograms per cubic meter
(ng/nt), Zone 2 with a PM2.5 concentration of 18 to 2@mp‘g and Zone 3 with a
PM2.5 concentration greater than 20 pby/ffihe zones are used to define the criteria
and requirements for eligibility to access the fiyoReserve and to determine the
amount of the mitigation fee for the Priority Resecredits. A map of those zones
can be found in PAR 1309.1 in Appendix A.

EGFs will also be subject to environmental justicikeria to determine those areas
already disproportionately impacted by existingygain sources. The environmental
justice area (EJA) is defined as the area of gglts evhere at least ten percent of the
population is living in poverty (based on year 20d#leral census data); and either
1) the cancer risk is greater than one-in-one thods(as determined by the
SCAQMD MATES Il study); or 2) the PM10 exposuregi®ater than 46 pgfhas
determined by the SCAQMD monitoring data). A mdgphe environmental justice
areas in the district can be found in PAR 1309 Appendix A.°

The zone/EJA location of the EGF and amount of M@ivgr generation will
determine the stringency of the requirements, oholy level of allowable NOx and
PM10 emissions, cancer risk, non-cancer risk antteraburden, as well as the

® Found in the SCAQMD Annual Air Quality Data Sheets
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amount of mitigation fee (see Table 2-9). Thepps®ed zone restrictions to access
the Priority Reserve are outlined in Table 2-7.

TABLE 2-7
PAR 1309.1 Proposed Zone Restrictions for AccesiadgPriority Reserve

Zone 1 Zone 2; EJA or Zone 3
EJA or Zone 3 > 500 MW
<= 500 MW

TOXICS REQUIREMENTS

Cancer Risk < 10 in-a-million < 1 in-a-million < 0.5 in-a-million
Hazard Index <1 <0.5 <0.1
Cancer Burden <0.5 <0.1 <0.05

CRITERIA POLLUTANT REQUIREMENTS

PM10 Emission NG Only & <0.06 NG Only & <0.06 NG Only & < 0.03
Controls Ib/MW-hr Ib/MW-hr Ib/MW-hr
NSR BACT (Natural
Gas-Only)
NOx Emission Controls| < 0.08 Ib/MW-hr < 0.08 Ib/MW-hr < 0.05 Ib/MW-hr
NSRBACT
Total Combined Gas NSR BACT NSR BACT < 30 Ibs/hr

Turbine PM10 Hourly
Emissions

Gas Turbine PM10 24-
hr Impact

NSR Limit of 2.5 ug/m3
per Gas Turbine

< 5 ug/mg3 for Total
Combined Gas Turbine

< 2.5 ug/ma3 for Total
s Combined Gas Turbines

Gas Turbine PM10
Annual Impact

NSR Limit of 1.0 ug/m3
per Gas Turbine

< 0.75 ug/m3 for Total
Combined Gas Turbine

< 0.5 ug/m3 for Total
s Combined Gas Turbineg

Annual Hours of None

Operation Limit

< 3;000- 4,000 hrslyr,
if Simple Cycle

< 2;500- 3,000 hrs/yr,
if Simple Cycle

According to PAR 1309.1(c)(3), EGF permit applicanill be required to conduct a
due diligence effort to secure available ERCs ftbenopen market before requesting
ERCs from the Priority Reserve. Table 2-8 lises tarrent active ERCs as of April
2007° held by companies, emissions credit brokers, orgéons, or individuals.
While these ERCs are valid and active, not all available for sale. Some
companies will hold onto their ERCs for future mesis growth and/or to modernize
their facility. Therefore, the total ERC holdingss listed in Table 2-8, are not
necessarily representative of the total ERCs availfor sale because there is a
portion of ERCs that are least likely to be tradedt is considered to be speculative
to project the number of ERCs for a particular yialht that a facility would hold and

10 SCAQMD Website ffttp://www.agmd.gov/permit/spreadsheets/Current&RCList.xI3
L “White Paper on Modernization of Emission Reduti@redit System” (SCAQMD, May 2002): May 2002
Governing Board Meeting Agenda No. 30
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for what reasons. Moreover, as shown in Table i2&ll proposed EGF projects are
built, then offset needs for PM10, SOx and CO woeMdeed the total amount of
active ERCs as shown in Table 2-8.

TABLE 2-8

Non-SCAQMD Active ERCs (as of April 2007)

Source VOC NOy SOx cO PM10
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
Non-SCAQMD Active ERCs 12,832 1,235 784 2,290 781

Mitigation Fees

In order to access the ERCs in the Priority ReselPag 1309.1 would require a

mitigation fee for facilities other than Essentfalblic Services based on the pollutant
and each pound per day of that pollutant obtaimeth fthe Priority Reserve. The

current fee proposals would establish fees compra$a weighted average based on
the price of ERCs sold on the open market in th&t, gdus a percentage of ERCs
surrendered to benefit air quality and to offsetnemistrative costs. FerESFEs

According to PAR 1309.1(h)(1), mitigation fee refutess 20% or $2,000,000,

whichever is less, shall be allowed only for Inibd@ EGFs that filed complete

applications for which credits are sought in ye2085 through 2008 provided the

applicant submits a written request to the Dististecutive Officer stating the

reasons and provided:

(1)  The project requiring credits was cancellechimittwelve months of purchase
of the Priority Reserve credits due to circumstarbat the Executive Officer
determines is beyond the reasonable control opipdicant; and

(2) A written request to the Executive Officer jighqg the refund is received no
more than 30 days after the project cancellation.

For complete applications filed during years 200towgh 2003, a refund of
mitigation fees shall be allowed for In-District E& provided they comply with the
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conditions specified in PAR 1309.1(h)(2), includitite condition that the written
request for a refund must be submitted within 3 themfter the source testing. The
amount of the refund calculated is the differeneéMeen the original and revisegd
Permit to Construct mass emission limits and dbmleduced by:
(1)  Any legal costs incurred by the District in eefling the issuance of the

original or revised permits for the project; and

(2) Any administrative costs incurred by the Dgdtrin administering the
mitigation fees; and

(3) Any mitigation fees encumbered or expended dorquality improvement
projects.

Mitigation Fee — Option 1

Staff has prepared two mitigation fee proposalsBoard’'s consideration. EGF
located in Zone2, Zone 3, or the EJA will be subjechigher mitigation fee rate
and more stringent criteria than Zone 1. The mitan fees in Zone 2 are 50 percgnt
greater than Zone 1 and the mitigation fees in Z8rw the EJA are 100 percent
higher than Zone Table 2-9 lists the tiered mitigation fee schedoleOption 1by
pollutant, depending upon the zone or EJA in whinghaffected facility is located.

TABLE 2-9

Priority ReservérieredMitigation FeeSehedule-Reguired-RerZonre/EJA
for Options 1 and 2

(7]

UJ

TIERED MITIGATION FEE_- OPTION 1|
Zones/EJA PM10 SOx CcO
($/lbs) ($/Ibs) ($/Ibs)
1 $50,417 $15,083 $12,000
2 $75,626 $22,625 $18,000
3 $100,834 $30,166 $24,000
Environmental $100,834 $30,166 $24,000

Justice Area

UNIFORM MITIGATION FEE -OPTION 2

PM10 SOx CO
($/1bs) $/lbs ($/Ibs)
$92,000 $34,000 No Fee Proposéd

! No fee prosed because U.S. EPA designated the Basttainment with the federdl
CO standard as of June 12, 2007, so offsets al@nger required for this pollutant.
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Mitigation Fee — Option 2

During the rulemaking process, arguments were ntiaaethe tiered mitigation fee
structure leaves EGFs proposing to locate in theenpwmlluted areas due to the
available infrastructure and the public residing thhose areas at an economic
disadvantage, which was characterized as unfaesimch of the pollution in those
areas is due to emissions released and transgootedupwind areas. In response,
staff has developed an alternative proposal incudkre as Option 2 that establishes
a uniform mitigation fee structure across the B&$able 2-9).

EGF Projects Downwind to District in Non-AttainmeXreas

PAR 1309.1 also includes a provision that wouldwalEGFs in areas outside and
downwind of the district, e.qg., the Mojave and Aope Valleys, to request access to
the VOC account of the Priority Reserve as longitisdrawal requests are received
by January 1, 2009. The total request cannot ex6g#0 pounds of VOC per day
and a mitigation fee will be charged. A detailedsion of PAR 1309.1 can be found
in Appendix A of this document. An overview of thges of affected sources and
requirements can be found in Table 2-10.

TABLE 2-10
Newly Eligible Sources to Access Priority Reserve

Eligible Source Requirements/Conditions
Currently Proposed in PAR 1309.1

EGFs(In-District) * Mitigation fee

* Applicable to 2005-2008 applications

+ PM10, SOx and CO ERCs only

» Due diligence conducted

e Comply with specific zone and EJA requirements

EGFs(Downwind Air Basin) «  Downwind to District in non-attainment areas (Aofet
Valley, Mojave APCD)

e VOC ERCs only

e Cumulative cap of 5,000 Ibs of VOC per day
« Mitigation fee

*  Withdraw requests received before 1/1/09

Potential Future Amendments to Rule 1309.1

Energy Projects of Regional +  Mitigation fee

Significance (EPRS) « Limited applicable applications (i.e., 2005 to 2p09
« PM10, SOx and CO ERCs only

» Due diligence conducted

2-16 July 2007



Chapter 2 - Project Description

TABLE 2-10 (Concluded)
Newly Eligible Sources to Access Priority Reserve

Eligible Source Requirements/Conditions

Biosolids Processing Faciliti¢® treat |« Publicly owned
sewage outside sewage treatment facility) | «  Bjosolids generated within the district

¢ No mitigation fee

No sunset date
* Considered an Essential Public Service

Definitions

To accommodate current and future proposed amertdmen Rule 1309.1,
definitions for the following types of facilitiesalie been generated: EGFs, EPRS,
and biosolids treatment facility. The currentlpposed amendments to Rule 1309.1
include definitions for EGFs. Future amendmentRtbe 1309.1 to add EPRS and
biosolids treatment facilities will include addirggfinitions for these facilities to
either Rule 1309.1 or Rule 1302 — Definitions.

Electrical Generating Facility (EGF)

A definition for EGFs has been added to PAR 13@8.4pecifically define the type
of facilities eligible to access the Priority Reserin accordance with proposed
amended Rule 1309.1. If an EGF facility does sty the characteristics listed in
the definition of an EGF, the facility will not qglifg for access to the Priority
Reserve as specified in PAR 1309.1. Providing ttefinition will assist in the
enforcement of PAR 1309.1 and provide specific gnad for the EGF operator. An
EGF is a facility that generates electricity far @wn use and is less than 10 MW; or
is a facility less than 50 MW that generates nss ldhan 30 percent of its electricity
to pump water to maintain the integrity of the agd elevation of a municipality or
significant portion thereof; or is a thermal powgant less than 50 MW that
generates electricity during peak demand periodsogerates less than 3000 hours
per year; or is a thermal power plant facility tlggnerates 50 MW or greater
electricity for distribution in the state or murpality owned grid system (net
generator).

Energy Project of Regional Significance (EPRS)

To qualify as an EPRS and be allowed access t&ME), SOx and CO accounts in
the Priority Reserve, a project of regional imp@cenhance the import supply for
use in the district needs to be no less than 10(h@drels per day of crude oil or 250
million cubic feet per day of natural gas with abde Index of no more than 1360.
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Similar to the EGFs, future regional “energy prtgécintended to enhance the
import/storage of LNG (no less than 250 million cuteet per day) and crude oil (no
less than 100,000 barrels per day) into southeliio@@a would be allowed access

to the PM10, SOx and CO accounts of the PriorityséRee as part of future

amendments to Rule 1309.1. These projects wiluiigect to the same due diligence
criteria and a mitigation fees as the EGFs.

Biosolids Treatment Facilities

Currently, Rule 1302 lists types of facilities aefd as essential public services.
These include sewage treatment facilities, prisgdice facilities, fire fighting
facilities, schools, hospitals, landfills, watereogtions and public transit. Biosolids
treatment facilities are not listed as an essemigblic service, however, it is
anticipated that future amendments to Rule 1302dvadd publicly owned biosolids
treatment facilities processing raw materials gateel in the district to the list of
essential public services or Rule 1309.1 may bendett to include access for these
facilities. Biosolids treatment processes takirlgce at publicly owned sewage
treatment facilities are currently considered asersal public service so they are
already allowed to draw ERCs from the Priority Rese

Further, it is expected that a definition for bibg® will need to be added in the
future to assist in clarifying the type of matenisled at a biosolids treatment facility
that would be added to the definition of essergidblic service in the future and,
thus, would be allowed access to the Priority Resers long as the biosolids
processing facility is publicly owned and meets @aiher requirements in Rule
1309.1. Biosolids are defined as the nutrient-agdanic material resulting from the
physical, chemical, and biological treatment of wwaster which can be safely
recycled and applied as fertilizer to sustainabhprove and maintain soil and
stimulate plant growth.

Renewable Energy

Renewable energy is defined as energy derived frataral processes that do not
involve the consumption of exhaustible resourcesh sas fossil fuels and uranium.

Renewable energy includes, but is not limited y@rbpower, wind and wave power,

solar and geothermal energy, and fossil-fuel-b&sexigy provided the emissions are
no more than those from a fuel cell.

PRR 1315

PRR 1315 specifies procedures to be followed byHkRkecutive Officer to make
annual demonstrations of equivalency to verify tlspecific provisions in the
SCAQMD’s NSR program related to sources that ateeeiexempt from offsets or
which obtain their offsets from the SCAQMD’s offsatcounts and meet in
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aggregate the federal nonattainment NSR offset irmgents. The procedures
specified in this rule are used by the Executivdid®f to demonstrate that the
sources which are subject to the federal NSR eanissifset requirements and which
obtain emission credits through allocations fromeR1309.1 — Priority Reserve,
Rule 1309.2 — Offset Budget, or which utilize theigsion offset exemptions
contained in Rule 1304 —Exemptions, are fully dffsevalid emission credits.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the proposed amendments to R318.1 include the following.

» since there is no consistent source of ERCs thalidcassist the power plants’
permitting requirements, the proposed project woalldw eligible facilities
access to the Priority Reserve in order to incréfasdikelihood that the facilities
will be able to comply with Rule 1303 offset reanrents;

» expand the eligibility currently and in the futueallow more power generating
and EPRS projects to access the Priority Reseovigcilitate permit processing
for new power generation in California, which wathntribute to easing potential
future power crises in California;

» add power generation capacity in California to wdthe likelihood of blackouts
and/or the need to run old high-polluting standi®sel generators, which avoids
an increase in criteria pollutant and toxic emissjand

* require a mitigation fee to fund emission reductigmojects that will reduce
emissions of the pollutant for which the fee isdpai

The objectives of PRR 1315 include the following:

* memorialize and formalize the accounting procedwssd by SCAQMD for
federal NSR offset tracking;

» taking credit for all surplus reductions availableler Federal law; and

» provide a potential beneficial effect on the enmiment by assuring that credits are
available in the bank before a source is permitiiegls, assuring that increases in
emissions resulting from such sources are fullgeiff
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INTRODUCTION

In order to determine the significance of the impa&ssociated with a proposed
project, it is necessary to evaluate the projeatisacts against the backdrop of the
environment as it exists at the time the NOP/IBuklished. The CEQA Guidelines
defines “environment” as “the physical conditiohsitt exist within the area which

will be affected by a proposed project includingda air, water, minerals, flora,

fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historicalaesthetic significance” (CEQA

Guidelines 815360; see also Public Resources C@d€6®.5). Furthermore, a
CEQA document must include a description of thesptat environment in the

vicinity of the project, as it exists at the tinfeetnotice of preparation is published,
from both a local and regional perspective (CEQAd@lines 815125). Therefore,
the “environment” or “existing setting” against whi a project's impacts are
compared consists of the immediate, contemporanpbysical conditions at and

around the project site (Remy, et al; 1996).

The following sections summarize the existing sgttior air quality, which is the
only environmental area that may be adversely sdteby proposed amended Rule
1309.1. An overview of air quality in the distrist given below. An overview of
current credit availability is also provided aftbe Air Quality discussion.

AIR QUALITY

It is the responsibility of the SCAQMD to ensurattstate and federal ambient air
quality standards are achieved and maintainedsirg@ographical jurisdiction.
Health-based air quality standards have been edtall by California and the
federal government for the following criteria aioljptants: ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulatatter less than 10 microns
(PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microdZPB) sulfur dioxide (SO2) and
lead. These standards were established to pretsdditive receptors with a
margin of safety from adverse health impacts duexpmsure to air pollution. The
California standards are more stringent than terfd standards and in the case
of PM10 and SO2, far more stringent. Californis ladso established standards
for sulfate, visibility, hydrogen sulfide, and vinghloride. The state and national
ambient air quality standards for each of thesdufaits and their effects on
health are summarized in Table 3-1. The SCAQMD itoom levels of various
criteria pollutants at 34 monitoring stations. Th@04 air quality data from
SCAQMD'’s monitoring stations are presented in Tabz

3-1 July 2007



Final Program Environmental Assessment for PAR 1B@8ad PRR 1315

TABLE 3-1

State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

FEDERAL PRIMARY

"

—

t

=

STATE STANDARD
AIR . STANDARD
POLLUTANT oncentration/ Concentration/ MOST RELEVANT EFFECTS
ging Averaging Time (>)
Ozone 0.09 ppm, 1-hour 0.08 ppm, 8-hour (a) Pulmonary function decrement
average > average and localized lung edema in
0.07 ppm, 8-hr avg.> humans and animals; (b) Risk to
public health implied by alterations
in pulmonary morphology and hos
defense in animals; (c) Increased
mortality risk; (d) Risk to public
health implied by altered connecti
tissue metabolism and altered
pulmonary morphology in animals
after long-term exposures and
pulmonary function decrements in
chronically exposed humans; (e)
Vegetation damage; (f) Property
damage
Carbon 9.0 ppm, 8-hour 9 ppm, 8-hour average | (a) Aggravation of angina pectoris
Monoxide average> 35 ppm, 1-hour average and other aspects of coronary hes
20 ppm, 1-hour disease; (b) Decreased exercise
average> tolerance in persons with peripher
vascular disease and lung disease;
(c) Impairment of central nervous
system functions; (d) Possible
increased risk to fetuses
Nitrogen 0.25 ppm, 1-hour 0.053 ppm, annual (a) Potential to aggravate chronic
Dioxide average> average respiratory disease and respirator

symptoms in sensitive groups; (b)
Risk to public health implied by
pulmonary and extra-pulmonary
biochemical and cellular changes

and pulmonary structural changes;

(c) Contribution to atmospheric
discoloration

Sulfur Dioxide

0.04 ppm, 24-hour
average>

0.25 ppm, 1-hour
average>

0.03 ppm, annual
average

0.14 ppm, 24-hour
average

(a) Bronchoconstriction
accompanied by symptoms which
may include wheezing, shortness
breath and chest tightness, during
exercise or physical activity in

person with asthma
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TABLE 3-1 (CONCLUDED)

State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

FEDERAL PRIMARY

STATE STANDARD
AIR . STANDARD
POLLUTANT Conceptratlpn/ I, MOST RELEVANT EFFECTS
Averaging Time : .
Averaging Time (>)
Suspended 30 pg/m?®, annual 50 ug/n?, annual (a) Exacerbation of symptoms in
Particulate geometric mean > arithmetic mean sensitive patients with respiratory or

Matter (PM10)

50 pg/m, 24-hour
average>

150ug/nt®, 24-hour
average

Suspended
Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)

12 pg/m3, ann.
arithmetic mean >

15 pg/n?, annual
arithmetic mean
35ug/m?, 24-hour
averag€

cardiovascular disease; (b) Declinges
in pulmonary function growth in
children; (c) Increased risk of

premature death from heart or lung
diseases in the elderly

Sulfates 25 pg/nt, 24-hour (a) Decrease in ventilatory functiop;
average>= (b) Aggravation of asthmatic
symptoms; (c) Aggravation of
- cardio-pulmonary disease; (d)
Vegetation damage; (e)
Degradation of visibility; (f)
Property damage
Lead 1.5pug/n?’, 30-day 1.5pg/n?, calendar (a) Increased body burden; (b)
average>= quarter Impairment of blood formation ang
nerve conduction
Visibility- In sufficient amount to Visibility impairment on days when
Reducing give an extinction relative humidity is less than 70
Particles coefficient >0.23 ki percent

(visual range less than
10 miles), with relative
humidity <70%, 8-hour
average (10am — 6pm,
PST)

ppm = parts per million
(1) The U.S. EPA lowered the PM2.5 24-hour avestgadard from §fg/n? to 35ug/m® in September 2006. The |&Fm® standard will be in

effect until 2010.

(2) No federal standard established.
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TABLE 3-2
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Carbon Monoxide
No. Max. Max. |No.Days Standard Exceeded

Source/ Days | Conc.in | Conc. Federal State
Receptor Location of Air Station of ppm inppm | >9.5ppm > 9 ppm 8-
Area No.  Monitoring Station No. Data 1-hour 8-hour 8-hour hour
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central LA 087 365 4 3.1 0 0
2 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 365 3 2.1 0 0
3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 364 3 2.1 0 0
4 South Coastal LA County 1 072 365 4 3.5 0 0
4 South Coastal LA County 2 077, -- -- -- -- --
6 West San Fernando Valley 074 350 5 3.5 0 0
7 East San Fernando Valley 069 363 4 3.4 0 0
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 363 4 2.8 0 0
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 060 365 3 1.7 0 0
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 358 2 1.9 0 0
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 365 4 2.5 0 0
11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 113F 3* 2.4¥ 0* 0*
12  South Central LA County 084 365 7 5.9 0 0
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 365 2 1.3 0 0
ORANGE COUNTY
16  North Orange County 317[7 365 7 3.1 0 0
17 Central Orange County 3176 365 4 3.3 0 0
18 North Coastal Orange County 3195 364 5 3.2 0 0
19 Saddleback Valley 3812 365 2 1.6 0 0
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 4155 - - -- - -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 4144 363 3 25 0 0
23  Metropolitan Riverside County 2 4146 365 4 2.4 0 0
23 Mira Loma 5212 362 3 2.1 0 0
24  Perris Valley 4149  -- -- -- - -
25 Lake Elsinore 4158 365 2 1 0 0
29 Banning Airport 4164 -- -- -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 364 2 0.8 0 0
30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 - -- -- - -
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 5175 364 3 1.8 0 0
33  Southwest San Bernardino Valley 58117 - -- -- -- --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 5197 36bH 3 2.1 0 0
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5203 356 4 2.4 0 0
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 -- -- -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 5181 -- -- -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 58118 -- - - -- --

DISTRICT MAXIMUM 7 5.9 0 0

ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pgknt not monitored;
* = |ess than 12 full months of data and may notdpeesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin
(1) The federal and state one-hour standardsi{oneavg. CO > 35 ppm and > 20 ppm, respectivebrewot exceeded.
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TABLE 3-2 (CONTINUED)
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Ozone
No. Days Standard Exceeded
r Max. | Max. | 4" Health s 3
%%Légst/ No. anc. anc. High | Advisory Federaf® State?
or Days | in in Conc. >0.15 | >0.12 | >0.08 | >0.09 >0.07
Area Location of Air Station | of ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm ppm
No. Monitoring Station No. Data | 1-hour | 8-hour | 8-hour | 1-hour | 1-hour | 8-hour | 1-hour 1-hour
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central LA 087| 365 0.121 0.098 0.072 0 0 1 2 .
8 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 361 0.114 0.09 .070 0 0 1 7 5
3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 365 0.0B86 0.076.068 0 0 0 0 1
4  South Coastal LA County 1 072  36b 0.091 0.068 059. 0 0 0 0 0
4 South Coastal LA County 2 o7 -- -- -- -- -- - - - -- --
6  West San Fernando Valley 074 365 0.138 0.1130980. 0 2 12 30 29
7  East San Fernando Valley 069 365 0.142  0.108 0810, 0 2 2 13 12
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 3638 0.145 0.114 8®. 1 2 5 13 12
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 060 36pH 0.145 0.122.08D 1 4 6 20 14
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 368 0.16 0.13 99. 2 8 13 31 29
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 361 0.14 0.112  0.0p6 0 4 1 1 26 18
11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 116* 0.07y* 0.065* 051* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*
12 South Central LA County 084 365 0.111 0.081 0.063 O 0 0 1 1
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 364 0.178 0.141 0.118 5 1 1 47 65 69
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County 3177  36bH 0.094 0.0/5 0.067 0 0 0 0 1
17 Central Orange County 3176 36p 0.095 0.077 0.075 0 0 0 1 4
18 North Coastal Orange County 3195 338 0.085 0.078.068 0 0 0 0 0
19 Saddleback Valley 3817 365 0.125 0.085 0.078 Q L n 3 6
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 4155 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 4144 358 0.144 20.1 0.105 0 3 33 46 62
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 4146 -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- --
23 Mira Loma 5212 358 0.135 0.116  0.105 0 3 25 34 1 5
24 Perris Valley 4149 365 0.126 0.108 0.082 0 1 3 Q1 8 1
25 Lake Elsinore 4158 365 0.149 0.1119 0.097 1 4 15 37 46
29 Banning Airport 4164 359 0.144 0.13p  0.119 0 10 39 47 66
30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 363 0.139 0.116 0.108 0 4 35 41 63
30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 365 0.114  0.095 0.0$2 0 0 18 18 36
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 5175 365 0.149 20.1 0.101 1 8 15 34 34
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley 5817 - - - - - - -- -- -- --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 5197 355 0.15 0.128.113 2 9 23 49 47
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5203 361 0.163 29.1 0.114 4 9 31 54 58
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 364 0.146  0.123 113. 1 6 24 36 45
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains5181 354 0.182 0.145 0.13 7 18 69 8( 10
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 5818 - - - - - - -- -- --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.182 | 0.145 0.13 7 18 69 80 20
ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pdgtnt not monitored,

* = less than 12 full months of data and may notdpgesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin
(2) The federal one-hour ozone standard was revake replaced by the eight-hour average ozonéatdmreffective June 15, 2004.
(3) Air Resources Board has established a new-bigilr average California ozone standard of 0.0% pffective May 17, 2005.
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TABLE 3-2 (CONTINUED)
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Nitrogen Dioxide
Max. Annual
Source/ No. Conc. in | Averagée®
Receptor Location of Air Station | Days of ppm AAM
Area No. Monitoring Station No. Data | 1-hour® | Conc. ppm
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central LA 087 364 0.13 0.0278
2 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 365 0.08 0.0178
3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 365 0.09 0.0134
4 South Coastal LA County 1 072 365 0.14 0.0241
4 South Coastal LA County 2 077 - -- --
6 West San Fernando Valley 074 365 0.09 0.0202
7 East San Fernando Valley 069 365 0.09 0.0294
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 363 0.1 0.0241
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 060 365 0.09 0.025L
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 360 0.09 0.0224
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 365 0.08 0.0312
11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 1167 0.09* 0.0308f
12 South Central LA County 084 360 0.11 0.0312
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 347 0.087 0.019(
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County 3177 361 0.09 0.0249
17 Central Orange County 3176 365 0.09 0.0211
18 North Coastal Orange County 3195 355 0.09 0.0131
19 Saddleback Valley 3812 -- -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 4155 - - -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 4144 365 0.08 @022
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 4146 -- -- --
23 Mira Loma 5212 346 0.08 0.016
24 Perris Valley 4149 -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore 4158 365 0.07 0.0142
29 Banning Airport 4164 329 0.07 0.0148
30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 352 0.1 0.012
30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 -- -- --
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 5175 364 0.1 1803
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley 581J7 -- -- --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 519y 361 0.1 0.031
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5208 361 0.08 5902
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 -- -- -
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 5181 - - --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 5818 -- - --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.14 0.0313
ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pgtnt not monitored; AAM = annual arithmetic mean

* = |ess than 12 full months of data and may notdpgesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin
(4) The state standard is one-hour avg. > 0.25 aparthe federal standard is annual arithmetic rre@0534 ppm.
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TABLE 3-2 (CONTINUED)
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Sulfur Dioxide
Source/

Receptor Location of Air Station | No. Days Max. Conc.(j:ﬁ Max. Conc. (g)
Area No. Monitoring Station No. of Data ppm 1-hour ppm 24-hour
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central LA 087 357 0.07 0.01
2 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 - -- --
3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 365 0.04 0.012
4 South Coastal LA Countyl 072 365 0.04 0.01
4 South Coastal LA County 2 077 - -- --
6 West San Fernando Valley 074 - - --
7 East San Fernando Valley 069 361 0.01 0.006
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 -- -- --
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 060 -- -- --
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 -- -- --
12 South Central LA County 084 -- -- -
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 -- -- --
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County 3177 -- - -
17 Central Orange County 3176 -- -- --
18 North Coastal Orange County 3195 359 0.01 0.008
19 Saddleback Valley 3812 -- -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 4155 -- -- --
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 4144 365 0.02 0.011
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 4146 -- -- -
23 Mira Loma 5212
24 Perris Valley 4149 -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore 4158 -- -- --
29 Banning Airport 4164 -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 -- -- -
30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 -- -- -
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 5175 -- -- --
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley 5817 -- - --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 5197 365 0.01*= 9.00
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5203 -- -- --
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 5181 -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 5818 -- -- -

DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.07 0.012

ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pd#nt not monitored,;

* = |ess than 12 full months of data and may notdpgesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin
(5) The state standards are one-hour avg. > 0.@2bgpul 24-hour avg. > 0.045 ppm. The federal staisd@re annual arithmetic mean
S02) > 0.03 ppm, three-hourr avg. > 0.50 ppm, 24rlawg. > 0.14 ppm.
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TABLE 3-2 (CONTINUED)
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Suspended Particulates PM1®
Max. No. (%) Samples Exceeding Annual
No. conc. Standard Average$”
Source/ Location of Air Days | in Federal State AAM
Receptor Monitoring Station| of pg/m’ > 150pg/m® | > 50ug/m°
Area No. Station No. | Data | 24-hour 24-hour 24-hour Conc. yg/m®
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central LA 087 61 70 0 4(6.6) 29.6
8 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 - -- - -- --
3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 54 44 0 0 22.9
4 South Coastal LA County 1 072 59 66 0 5(8.5) 29.6
4 South Coastal LA County 2 077 59 131 0 18(30.%) 43.4
6 West San Fernando Valley 074 -- -- - -- --
7 East San Fernando Valley 069 61 92 0 5(8.2 34.3
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 -- -- -- -- --
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 06( 55 76 0 12(21.8) 35.1
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 -- -- -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 -- -- -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 -- -- -- -- --
12  South Central LA County 084 -- -- -- - -
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 60 55 0 1(1.7) 25.8
ORANGE COUNTY
16  North Orange County 3177 -- -- - -- --
17 Central Orange County 3176 61 65 0 3(4.9 28.2
18 North Coastal Orange County 3195 - -- -- -- --
19 Saddleback Valley 3812 55 41 0 0 19
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 4155 58 79 0 5(8.61 31.6
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1~ 4144 128 123 0 69(56 52
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2~ 4146 -- -- -- - -
23 Mira Loma 5212 - -- - - --
24  Perris Valley 4149 60 80 0 19(31.7 39.2
25 Lake Elsinore 4158 -- -- -- -- --
29 Banning Airport 4164 58 76 0 2(3.4) 26.6
30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 59 66 0 2(3.4) 25.9
30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 115 106 0 39(34.2 45.7
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 NW San Bernardino Valley 5175 - -- -- -- --
33 SW San Bernardino Valley 581y 60 74 0 19(31.7) .840
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 5197 60 108 0 29§48 50
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5203 60 72 0 23§38 42.3
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 58 61 0 12(20.]7) 3.23
37 Central San Bernardino Mtns. 5181 56 49 0 0 25.8
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 5818 + - -- -- -
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 131 0 89 52.0

ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pgthnt not monitored; AAM = Annual arithmetic me#&GM = Annual geometric mean
* = |ess than 12 full months of data and may notdpeesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin

(6) PM10 samples were collected every sic daysyeheee days at Stn. Nos. 4144 & 4157).

(7) Federal and state PM10 standards are AAMpeor and AAM > 20ug/nt’, respectively.
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TABLE 3-2 (CONTINUED)
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Suspended Particulates PM28
No. (%) Samples
og" E(xczeedingp Acgrn;gael(g)
Percentile Standard
Source/ Max. Conc. Conc. in Federal AAM
Receptor Location of Air Monitoring Station | No. Days | in pg/m®24- | pg/md 24- > 65 g/ 24-
Area No. Station No. of Data hour hour hour Conc. pg/m®
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central LA 087 334 73.7 53.2 2(0.6) 18.1
2 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 -- - -- -- -
3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 -- -- -- -- --
4 South Coastal LA County 1 072 324 53.9 41.4 0 6 1
4 South Coastal LA County 2 077 344 50.8 37.8 0 714
6 West San Fernando Valley 074 104 39.6 35.8 0 391
7 East San Fernando Valley 069 106 63.2 50.6 0 791
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 113 62.9 43.1 0 .115
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 060 292* 132.7* 53.2 1(0.3)* 17.0*
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 -- -- -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 -- -- -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 76* 58.2* 54.0% 0* 17.0*
12 South Central LA County 084 114 54.6 48.5 0 7.51
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 -- -- -- -- --
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County 3177 -- -- -- -- --
17 Central Orange County 3176 333 54.7 41.9 0 714
18 North Coastal Orange County 3194 - - - - -
19 Saddleback Valley 3812 113 354 314 0 10.7
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 4155 -- -- - - --
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 4144 334 98.7 58.4 4(1.2) 21
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 4146 110 95 14 1(0.9) 18
23 Mira Loma 5212 -- -- -- -- --
24 Perris Valley 4149 -- -- -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore 4158 -- -- -- -- --
29 Banning Airport 4164 -- -- -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 83* 26.2* 25.0* 0* 8.4*
30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 104 44.4 25 0 10.5
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 5175 - -- -- - --
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley 581y 11( 87.8 49.6 1(0.9) 18.8
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 5197 109 96.8 8.24 1(0.9) 18.9
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5203 109 306. 43.4 1(0.9) 17.4
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 -- -- -- -- - -
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 5181 -- - - - - --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 5818 51 38.8 .8 38 0 12.1
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 132.7 58.4 4 21.0
ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pdgtnt not monitored; AAM = Annual arithmetic mean

* = |ess than 12 full months of data and may notdpgesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin
(8) PM2.5 samples were collected every three dagif sites except for Station. Nos. 060, 072, @87, 3176, and 4144, where samples were

taken every day, and Station. No. 5818, where sssnpére collected every six days.

9)

Federal PM2.5 standard is AAM > [l§/n?°. State standard is AAM > 1f@g/nT (state standard was established on July 5, 2003.
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TABLE 3-2 (CONTINUED)
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Particulates TSP'”

Source/ Max. Conc. in Annual Average
Receptor Location of Air Station | No. Days pg/m® AAM
Area No. Monitoring Station No. of Data 24-hour Conc. pyg/m®
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central LA 087 66 141 66.7
2 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 59 89 41.6
3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 -- -- -

4 South Coastal LA County 1 072 61 112 55.5
4 South Coastal LA County 2 077 -- - --
6 West San Fernando Valley 074 - - --
7 East San Fernando Valley 069 -- -- --
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 58 89 44.6
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 060 58 142 70.9
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 -- -- --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 -- -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 39* 104* 66.4*
12 South Central LA County 084 57 118 67.4
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 -- -- --
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County 3177 -- - -
17 Central Orange County 3176 -- -- --
18 North Coastal Orange County 3195 -- -- --
19 Saddleback Valley 3812 -- -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 4155 -- - -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 4144 59 173 96.7
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 4146 60 125 75.8
23 Mira Loma 5212
24 Perris Valley 4149 -- -- --
25 Lake Elsinore 4158 -- - -
29 Banning Airport 4164 -- -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 -- -- -
30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 -- -- -
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 5175 57 94 53.4
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley 5817 - - --
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 5197 61 295 100.2
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5203 60 175 87.1
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 -- -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 5181 -- -- --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 5818

DISTRICT MAXIMUM 295 100.2
ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pgknt not monitored; AAM = Annual arithmetic mean

* = |ess than 12 full months of data and may notdpgesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin

(10) Total suspended particulates (TSP) were datexdrfrom samples collected every six days by higlame sampler method, on glass
fiber filter media.
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TABLE 3-2 (CONTINUED)
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Lead"?

Source/ Max. Monthly Max. Quarterly
Receptor | Location of Air Monitoring | Station | Average Conc®® | Average Conc!*?
Area No. Station No. pg/m’ pg/m’

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1 Central LA 087 0.02 0.02

2 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 -- --

3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 -- --

4 South Coastal LA County 1 072 0.01 0.01
4 South Coastal LA County 2 077 -- -

6 West San Fernando Valley 074 -- -

7 East San Fernando Valley 069 -- --
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 - --

9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 060 -- --

9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 - --
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 -- --

11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 0.03 0.03
12 South Central LA County 084 0.03 0.02
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 -- --
ORANGE COUNTY

16 North Orange County 3177 -- --
17 Central Orange County 3176 -- --
18 North Coastal Orange County 3195 -- --
19 Saddleback Valley 3812 -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY

22 Norco/Corona 4155 - -

23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 4144 0.02 0.02
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 4144 0.01 0.01
23 Mira Loma 5212 - --

24 Perris Valley 4149 -- -

25 Lake Elsinore 4158 - -
29 Banning Airport 4164 -- --

30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 -- --

30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 -- --
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

32 Northwest San Bernardino Valley 5175 0.02 0.02
33 Southwest San Bernardino Valley 5817 -- -
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 519y -- -
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5208 0.02 0.01
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 - -
37 Central San Bernardino Mountains 5181 -- -
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 5818

DISTRICT MAXIMUM 0.03 0.03

ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pdgfnt not monitored;

* = |ess than 12 full months of data and may notdpeesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin
(11) Lead was determined from samples collectedyesie days by high volume sampler method, on gfives filter media.
(12) Federal and state standards (qtrly. avg. 3ud/B° and monthly avg. > 1 g/m’, respectively) were not exceeded.
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TABLE 3-2 (CONCLUDED)
2005 Air Quality Data — South Coast Air Quality Ma@ment District

Sulfates™
No. (%) Samples
Exceeding Standard
Source/ State
Receptor Location of Air Monitoring Station Max. Conc. in > 25 ug/m®
Area No. Station No. pg/m® 24-hour 24-hour
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1 Central LA 087 14.2 0
2 Northwest Coastal LA County 091 11.7 0
3 Southwest Coastal LA County 094 -- 0
4 South Coastal LA County 1 072 16.8 0
4 South Coastal LA County 2 077 -- -
6 West San Fernando Valley 074 - --
7 East San Fernando Valley 069 -- --
8 West San Gabriel Valley 088 11.2 0
9 East San Gabriel Valley 1 060 10.2 0
9 East San Gabriel Valley 2 591 -- -
10 Pomona/Walnut Valley 075 -- --
11 South San Gabriel Valley 085 9.9 0
12 South Central LA County 084 17.3 0
13 Santa Clarita Valley 090 -- -
ORANGE COUNTY
16 North Orange County 3177 -- --
17 Central Orange County 3176 -- --
18 North Coastal Orange County 3195 -- -
19 Saddleback Valley 3812 -- --
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
22 Norco/Corona 4155 - -
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 1 4144 10.3 0
23 Metropolitan Riverside County 2 4146 10.3 0
23 Mira Loma 5212 - --
24 Perris Valley 4149 -- --
25 Lake Elsinore 4158 -- --
29 Banning Airport 4164 -- --
30 Coachella Valley 1** 4137 -- --
30 Coachella Valley 2** 4157 -- --
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
32 NW San Bernardino Valley 5175 8.4 0
33 SW San Bernardino Valley 5817 -- -
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 1 5197 10.4 0
34 Central San Bernardino Valley 2 5203 10.9 0
35 East San Bernardino Valley 5204 -- --
37 Central San Bernardino Mtns. 5181 - --
38 East San Bernardino Mountains 5818 --
DISTRICT MAXIMUM 17.3 0
ppm = parts per million of air by volume; -- = pgtnt not monitored;

* = |ess than 12 full months of data and may notdpgesentative; ** = Salton Sea Air Basin

(13) Sulfate was determined from samples colleetggty six days by high volume sampler method, @sgfiber filter

media.
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Criteria Pollutants

Carbon Monoxide

CO is a colorless, odorless, relatively inert giisis a trace constituent in the
unpolluted troposphere, and is produced by botluraktprocesses and human
activities. In remote areas far from human haldtgtcarbon monoxide occurs in the
atmosphere at an average background concentrati@04 ppm, primarily as a

result of natural processes such as forest firdstlaam oxidation of methane. Global
atmospheric mixing of CO from urban and industreurces creates higher
background concentrations (up to 0.20 ppm) neaarudreas. The major source of
CO in urban areas is incomplete combustion of gadmnmtaining fuels, mainly

gasoline. In 2002, approximately 98 percent of @@ emitted into the Basin's
atmosphere was from mobile sources. Consequently, ddncentrations are

generally highest in the vicinity of major concexitons of vehicular traffic.

CO is a primary pollutant, meaning that it is dilgemitted into the air, not formed
in the atmosphere by chemical reaction of precsrsas is the case with ozone and
other secondary pollutants. Ambient concentrat@n&€O in the Basin exhibit large
spatial and temporal variations due to variationshe rate at which CO is emitted
and in the meteorological conditions that goveransgport and dilution. Unlike
ozone, CO tends to reach high concentrations infdheand winter months. The
highest concentrations frequently occur on weekddysmes consistent with rush
hour traffic and late night during the coolest, trgiable portion of the day.

Individuals with a deficient blood supply to theahtare the most susceptible to the
adverse effects of CO exposure. The effects obdenaude earlier onset of chest
pain with exercise, and electrocardiograph chamggisative of worsening oxygen
supply to the heart.

Inhaled CO has no direct toxic effect on the lurigg, exerts its effect on tissues by
interfering with oxygen transport by competing witxygen to combine with
hemoglobin present in the blood to form carboxyhgimioin (COHb). Hence,
conditions with an increased demand for oxygen lsupgn be adversely affected by
exposure to CO. Individuals most at risk includéigras with diseases involving
heart and blood vessels, fetuses (unborn babies], m@atients with chronic
hypoxemia (oxygen deficiency) as seen in highuales.

Reductions in birth weight and impaired neurobetiatli development have been
observed in animals chronically exposed to CO tieguin COHb levels similar to
those observed in smokers. Recent studies havel fmaneased risks for adverse
birth outcomes with exposure to elevated CO levEigese include pre-term births
and heart abnormalities.
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Carbon monoxide concentrations were measured db&ions in the Basin and
neighboring SSAB areas in 2005. Carbon monoxide@ainations did not exceed
the standards in 2005. The highest eight-hour ameer carbon monoxide

concentration recorded (5.9 ppm in the South Cebhts Angeles County area) was
62 percent of the federal carbon monoxide standdifte maximum annual average
nitrogen dioxide concentration (0.0313 ppm recordaedthe Northwest San

Bernardino Valley area) was 59 percent of the faldstandard. Concentrations of
the remaining pollutants remained well below thdefal standards.

The 2003 AQMP revisions to the SCAQMD’s CO Planvedrtwo purposes: it

replaced the 1997 attainment demonstration thaeh@t the end of 2000; and it
provided the basis for a CO maintenance plan irfuhee. In 2004, the SCAQMD

formally requested the U.S. EPA to re-designateBasin from non-attainment to
attainment with the CO National Ambient Air QualiBtandards. On February 24,
2007, U.S. EPA published in the Federal Registtarproposed decision to re-
designate the Basin from non-attainment to attamrfee CO. The comment period
on the re-designation proposal closed on Marct2@67 with no comments received
by the U.S. EPA. On May 11, 2007, U.S. EPA pulgdéin the Federal Registrar its
final decision to approve the SCAQMD'’s request ferdesignation from non-

attainment to attainment for CO, effective June2l}7.

Ozone

Ozone (03), a colorless gas with a sharp odor,hgglaly reactive form of oxygen.
High ozone concentrations exist naturally in theatesphere. Some mixing of
stratospheric ozone downward through the tropospkerthe earth's surface does
occur; however, the extent of ozone transporinsidid. At the earth's surface in sites
remote from urban areas ozone concentrations ammatly very low (0.03-0.05

ppm).

While ozone is beneficial in the stratosphere bseai filters out skin-cancer-
causing ultraviolet radiation, it is a highly re@etoxidant. It is this reactivity which
accounts for its damaging effects on materialgjtplaand human health at the earth's
surface.

The propensity of ozone for reacting with organiatenials causes it to be damaging
to living cells and ambient ozone concentrationthaBasin are frequently sufficient
to cause health effects. Ozone enters the humaly Ipoidharily through the
respiratory tract and causes respiratory irritatod discomfort, makes breathing
more difficult during exercise, and reduces theirasory system's ability to remove
inhaled particles and fight infection.
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Individuals exercising outdoors, children and peopith preexisting lung disease,
such as asthma and chronic pulmonary lung diseasesonsidered to be the most
susceptible subgroups for ozone effects. Short-texposures (lasting for a few
hours) to ozone at levels typically observed intlsern California can result in
breathing pattern changes, reduction of breathapgcity, increased susceptibility to
infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, andnsoimmunological changes. In
recent years, a correlation between elevated ambmne levels and increases in
daily hospital admission rates, as well as mowyalitas also been reported. An
increased risk for asthma has been found in cmldvlo participate in multiple
sports and live in high ozone communities. Elevateohe levels are also associated
with increased school absences.

Ozone exposure under exercising conditions is kntmnincrease the severity of the
abovementioned observed responses. Animal studiggest that exposures to a
combination of pollutants which include ozone mayrbore toxic than exposure to
ozone alone. Although lung volume and resistan@ngés observed after a single
exposure diminish with repeated exposures, bioctelmand cellular changes appear
to persist, which can lead to subsequent lung stralcchanges.

In 2005, the SCAQMD regularly monitored ozone caricdions at 29 locations in
the Basin and SSAB. All areas monitored were balmwstage 1 episode level (0.20
ppm), but the maximum concentrations in the Basiceeded the health advisory
level (0.15 ppm). Maximum ozone concentrationshim SSAB areas monitored by
the SCAQMD were lower than in the Basin and werlowethe health advisory
level.

In 2005, the maximum ozone, PM10 and PM2.5 conagatrs in the Basin
continued to exceed federal standards by wide msrgiMaximum one-hour and
eight-hour average ozone concentrations (0.182 aptn0.145 ppm, both recorded
in Central San Bernardino Mountains areas) weredb171 percent of the federal
standards, respectively. Maximum 24-hour averagé annual average PM10
concentrations (131 pgfmecorded in South Coastal Los Angeles County areh
52.0 ug/m recorded in the Metropolitan Riverside County jreare 87 and 103
percent of the federal 24-hour and annual averagelards, respectively. Maximum
24-hour average and annual average PM2.5 condensdil32.7 pg/threcorded in
East San Gabriel Valley area and 21.0 [fgfecorded in Metropolitan Riverside
County area) were 203 and 139 percent of the fe@drhour (65 pg/rf) and annual
average standards, respectively.

In 1997, the USEPA promulgated a new 8-hour natian®ient air quality standard
for ozone. Soon thereafter, a court decision edighat the USEPA could not
enforce the new standard until adequate justiboatior the new standard was
provided. The USEPA appealed the decision to tlygeé3ne Court. On February
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27, 2001, the Supreme Court upheld USEPA'’s authanitd methods to establish
clean air standards. The Supreme Court, howevedered USEPA to revise its

implementation plan for the new ozone standarde ERA has since adopted the
new 8-hour standard. Meanwhile, the California Resources Board (CARB) and
local air districts continue to collect technicatdarmation in order to prepare for an
eventual State Implementation Plan (SIP) to redudeealthful levels of ozone in

areas violating the new federal standard. Califohas previously developed a SIP
for the one-hour ozone standard, which has beeroapp by USEPA for the South

Coast Air Basin.

The objective of the 2007 AQMP is to attain and mtein ambient air quality

standards. Based upon the modeling analysis @escrnn the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report for the 2007 AQMP inmpétation of all control

measures contained in the 2007 AQMP is anticipatedbring the district into

compliance with the federal eight-hour ozone steshdiyy 2024 and the state eight-
hour ozone standard beyond 2024.

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO2 is a reddish-brown gas with a bleach-like odlbttic oxide (NO) is a colorless
gas, formed from the nitrogen (N2) and oxygen (D23ir under conditions of high
temperature and pressure which are generally prekeing combustion of fuels;
NO reacts rapidly with the oxygen in air to form RIONO?2 is responsible for the
brownish tinge of polluted air. The two gases, N@d aNO2, are referred to
collectively as NOx. In the presence of sunligh2\reacts to form nitric oxide and
an oxygen atom. The oxygen atom can react furthéorim ozone, via a complex
series of chemical reactions involving hydrocarbdigrogen dioxide may also react
to form nitric acid (HNO3) which reacts further form nitrates, components of
PM2.5 and PM10.

Population-based studies suggest that an increasacute respiratory illness,

including infections and respiratory symptoms inldren (not infants), is associated
with long-term exposures to NO2 at levels fountd@mes with gas stoves, which are
higher than ambient levels found in southern Calitn Increase in resistance to air
flow and airway contraction is observed after shern exposure to NO2 in healthy
subjects. Larger decreases in lung functions aserebd in individuals with asthma
and/or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (elyonic bronchitis, emphysema)
than in healthy individuals, indicating a greatasceptibility of these sub-groups.

More recent studies have found associations betwH€®2 exposures and

cardiopulmonary mortality, decreased lung functioaspiratory symptoms and

emergency room asthma visits.
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In animals, exposure to levels of NO2 considerabigher than ambient
concentrations results in increased susceptibititynfections, possibly due to the
observed changes in cells involved in maintainmgiune functions. The severity of
lung tissue damage associated with high levelszohe exposure increases when
animals are exposed to a combination of ozone dna. N

In 2005, nitrogen dioxide concentrations were naei at 24 locations. No area of
the Basin or SSAB exceeded the federal or statelatds for nitrogen dioxide. The

Basin has not exceeded the federal standard famgeih dioxide (0.0534 ppm) since
1991, when the Los Angeles County portion of thesiBarecorded the last

exceedance of the standard in any U.S. county.nlthegen dioxide state standard
was not exceeded at any SCAQMD monitoring locaiito2005. The highest one-

hour average concentration recorded (0.13 ppm intr@elLos Angeles) was 50

percent of the state standard. NOx emission rezhgtcontinue to be necessary
because it is a precursor to both ozone and PM (P&i2d PM10) concentrations.

Sulfur Dioxide

SO2 is a colorless gas with a sharp odor. It remcthe air to form sulfuric acid
(H2S04), which contributes to acid precipitationnda sulfates, which are
components of PM10 and PM2.5. Most of the SO2 enhithto the atmosphere is
produced by burning sulfur-containing fuels.

Exposure of a few minutes to low levels of SO2 pesult in airway constriction in
some asthmatics. All asthmatics are sensitive ¢oefiiects of SO2. In asthmatics,
increase in resistance to air flow, as well as c&dn in breathing capacity leading to
severe breathing difficulties, is observed afteutachigher exposure to SO2. In
contrast, healthy individuals do not exhibit similacute responses even after
exposure to higher concentrations of SO2.

Animal studies suggest that despite SO2 beingregsry irritant, it does not cause
substantial lung injury at ambient concentratioH®wever, very high levels of
exposure can cause lung edema (fluid accumulatimmg tissue damage, and
sloughing off of cells lining the respiratory tract

Some population-based studies indicate that thetahitgr and morbidity effects
associated with fine particles show a similar aisdmn with ambient SO2 levels. In
these studies, efforts to separate the effect€O&f ffom those of fine particles have
not been successful. It is not clear whether the pallutants act synergistically or
one pollutant alone is the predominant factor.

No exceedances of federal or state standards fiur slioxide occurred in 2005 at
any of the seven SCAQMD locations monitored. Thoughlfur dioxide
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concentrations remain well below the standardsusuioxide is a precursor to

sulfate, which is a component of fine particulatatier, PM10, and PM2.5.

Standards for PM10 and PM2.5 were both exceed280®. Sulfur dioxide was not

measured at SSAB sites in 2005. Historical measeinégsrshowed concentrations to
be well below standards and monitoring has bearodigued.

Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)

Of great concern to public health are the partistesall enough to be inhaled into the
deepest parts of the lung. Respirable particlegi¢pgate matter less than about 10
micrometers in diameter) can accumulate in theiraspy system and aggravate
health problems such as asthma, bronchitis and dting diseases. Children, the
elderly, exercising adults, and those sufferingrfrasthma are especially vulnerable
to adverse health effects of PM10 and PM2.5.

A consistent correlation between elevated ambieetparticulate matter (PM10 and
PM2.5) levels and an increase in mortality ratespiratory infections, number and
severity of asthma attacks and the number of haispamissions has been observed
in different parts of the United States and variausas around the world. Studies
have reported an association between longterm expde air pollution dominated
by fine particles (PM2.5) and increased mortaliggluction in life-span, and an
increased mortality from lung cancer.

Daily fluctuations in fine particulate matter contation levels have also been
related to hospital admissions for acute respiyatoonditions, to school and
kindergarten absences, to a decrease in respirfaoction in normal children and to
increased medication use in children and adult$ w#thma. Studies have also
shown lung function growth in children is reducedhwlong-term exposure to
particulate matter.

The elderly, people with pre-existing respiratond@r cardiovascular disease and
children appear to be more susceptible to the &sfigicPM10 and PM2.5.

The SCAQMD monitored PM10 concentrations at 20tioos in 2005. The federal
annual PM10 standard was exceeded at only onadadatthe SCAQMD in 2005.
Highest PM10 concentrations were recorded in Rigersand San Bernardino
counties in and around the Metropolitan Riversidei@y area and further inland in
San Bernardino Valley areas. The federal 24-hanmdsird was not exceeded at any
of the locations monitored in 2005. The much mdragent state standards were
exceeded in most areas.
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The SCAQMD began regular monitoring of PM2.5 in 998llowing the U.S. EPA's

adoption of the national PM2.5 standards in 19872005, PM2.5 concentrations
were monitored at 19 locations throughout the idistMaximum 24-hour average
concentration has increased at some locations aaahda 2001, the basis of the
2003 AQMP air quality data. The PM2.5 annual averagncentrations and the
highest 98th percentile PM2.5 concentrations (wtitich federal 24-hour PM2.5
standard is based on), however, are lower than B3@ils at all locations monitored.

Similar to PM10 concentrations, PM2.5 concentraiovere higher in the inland
valley areas of San Bernardino and MetropolitaneRidde counties. However,
PM2.5 concentrations were also high in the metitgolarea of Los Angeles
County. The high PM2.5 concentrations in Los Angéleaunty are mainly due to the
secondary formation of smaller particulates resgltirom mobile and stationary
source activities. In contrast to PM10, PM2.5 com@ions were low in the
Coachella Valley area of SSAB. PM10 concentratiares normally higher in the
desert areas due to windblown and fugitive dusssioms.

Lead

Lead in the atmosphere is present as a mixture wiimber of lead compounds.
Leaded gasoline and lead smelters have been thesoarces of lead emitted into
the air. Due to the phasing out of leaded gasotimere was a dramatic reduction in
atmospheric lead in the Basin over the past twadies.

Fetuses, infants, and children are more sensthiae dthers to the adverse effects of
lead exposure. Exposure to low levels of lead chreisely affect the development
and function of the central nervous system, leading learning disorders,
distractibility, inability to follow simple commaursd and lower intelligence quotient.
In adults, increased lead levels are associatddimgteased blood pressure.

Lead poisoning can cause anemia, lethargy, seizaneisdeath. It appears that there
are no direct effects of lead on the respiratosteay. Lead can be stored in the bone
from early-age environmental exposure, and elevil@od lead levels can occur due
to breakdown of bone tissue during pregnancy, higgesidism (increased secretion
of hormones from the thyroid gland), and osteoperisreakdown of bony tissue).
Fetuses and breast-fed babies can be exposedherHeyels of lead because of
previous environmental lead exposure of their nrsthe

The federal and state standards for lead were xoteeled in any area of the
SCAQMD in 2005. There have been no violations oé thtandards at the
SCAQMD'’s regular air monitoring stations since 1982 a result of removal of lead
from gasoline. The maximum quarterly average leattentration (0.03g/m3) was

two percent of the federal standard. Additionalgpecial monitoring stations
immediately adjacent to stationary sources of [eagl, lead smelting facilities) have
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not recorded exceedances of the standards inzedadireas of the Basin since 1991
and 1994 for the federal and state standards, cegply. The maximum monthly
and quarterly average lead concentration (g3 and 0.341,g/m3 in Central Los
Angeles), measured at special monitoring sites idiately adjacent to stationary
sources of lead were 29 and 23 percent of the saté federal standards,
respectively. No lead data were obtained at SSAB @range County stations in
2005, and because historical lead data showed otatens in SSAB and Orange
County areas to be well below the standard, measmts have been discontinued.

Sulfates

Sulfates are chemical compounds which contain thi@ate ion and are part of the
mixture of solid materials which make up PM10. Mast the sulfates in the

atmosphere are produced by oxidation of sulfur idexOxidation of sulfur dioxide

yields sulfur trioxide (SO3) which reacts with wate form sulfuric acid, which

contributes to acid deposition. The reaction ofwid acid with basic substances
such as ammonia yields sulfates, a component ofCPividi PM2.5.

Most of the health effects associated with finipkes and sulfur dioxide at ambient
levels are also associated with sulfates. Thud) buirtality and morbidity effects
have been observed with an increase in ambienatsutfoncentrations. However,
efforts to separate the effects of sulfates from effects of other pollutants have
generally not been successful.

Clinical studies of asthmatics exposed to sulfummd suggest that adolescent
asthmatics are possibly a subgroup susceptiblecitb @erosol exposure. Animal
studies suggest that acidic particles such as raulacid aerosol and ammonium
bisulfate are more toxic than non-acidic partidige ammonium sulfate. Whether
the effects are attributable to acidity or to s remains unresolved.

In 2005, the state sulfate standard was not exdeadgwhere in the Basin. No
sulfate data were obtained at SSAB and Orange @aiations in 2005. Historical

sulfate data showed concentrations in the SSABGuachge County areas to be well
below the standard, and measurements have beemtimced.

Visibility Reducing Particles

Since deterioration of visibility is one of the masbvious manifestations of air
pollution and plays a major role in the public’sgeption of air quality, the state of
California has adopted a standard for visibility vasual range. Until 1989, the
standard was based on visibility estimates madbkumyan observers. The standard
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was changed to require measurement of visual rasgg instruments that measure
light scattering and absorption by suspended pestic

Volatile Organic Compounds

It should be noted that there are no state or matiambient air quality standards for
VOCs because they are not classified as criterlutpats. VOCs are regulated,
however, because limiting VOC emissions reduces rdte of photochemical
reactions that contribute to the formation of ozoridhey are also transformed into
organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributingigner PM10 and lower visibility
levels.

Although health-based standards have not beenliskied) for VOCs, health effects

can occur from exposures to high concentration¥@Cs because of interference
with oxygen uptake. In general, ambient VOC cotregions in the atmosphere are
suspected to cause coughing, sneezing, headacleskness, laryngitis, and

bronchitis, even at low concentrations. Some hgaltmon components classified as
VOC emissions are thought or known to be hazardd@enzene, for example, one
hydrocarbon component of VOC emissions, is knownet@ human carcinogen.

Greenhouse Gases

The SCAQMD adopted a "Policy on Global Warming &iatospheric Ozone
Depletion" on April 6, 1990. The policy commitstSCAQMD to consider global
impacts in rulemaking and in drafting revisionsthe AQMP. In March 1992, the
SCAQMD Governing Board reaffirmed this policy andbpted amendments to the
policy to include the following directives:

» phase out the use and corresponding emissiondabéhorocarbons (CFCs),
methyl chloroform (1,1,1-trichloroethane or TCAprbon tetrachloride, and
halons by December 1995;

» phase out the large quantity use and correspondimgssions of
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) by the year 2000;

» develop recycling regulations for HCFCs;

» develop an emissions inventory and control strategynethyl bromide; and,

» support the adoption of a California greenhouseegaission reduction goal.

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are oftesd greenhouse gases (GHGSs),
comparable to a greenhouse. GHGs are emitted hyahgirocesses and human
activities. The accumulation of greenhouse gasethenatmosphere regulates the
earth’s temperature. Global warming is the obskimerease in average temperature
of the earth’s surface and atmosphere. The prirnange of global warming is an
increase of GHGs in the atmosphere. The six m&HIGs are carbon dioxide
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(CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), sulfuexafluoride (SF6),
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and perfluorocarbon (®FCThe GHGs absorb
longwave radiant energy emitted by the Earth, whiglims the atmosphere. The
GHGs also emit longwave radiation both upward tcspand back down toward the
surface of the Earth. The downward part of thiggleave radiation emitted by the
atmosphere is known as the "greenhouse effect.'isdons from human activities
such as electricity production and vehicles haevatkd the concentration of these
gases in the atmosphere.

CO2 is an odorless, colorless natural greenhouse N@tural sources include the
following: decomposition of dead organic matterspieation of bacteria, plants,
animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; amdcamic outgassing.
Anthropogenic (human caused) sources of CO2 ara fsorning coal, oil, natural
gas, and wood. CHs a flammable gas and is the main component tfralagas.
N,O, also known as laughing gas, is a colorless ¢p@mese gas. Some industrial
processes (fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylooduction, nitric acid production,
and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its aphesc load. HFCs are synthetic
man-made chemicals that are used as a substitutehkorofluorocarbons (whose
production was stopped as required by the MontReatocol) for automobile air
conditioners and refrigerants. The two main saaePFCs are primary aluminum
production and semiconductor manufacture¢ ISRn inorganic, odorless, colorless,
nontoxic, nonflammable gas. &Hs used for insulation in electric power
transmission and distribution equipment, in the mn@sgum industry, in
semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gded& detection.

Scientific consensus, as reflected in recent repmtued by the United Nations
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, is tha@tmajority of the observed

warming over the last 50 years can be attributabléncreased concentration of
GHGs in the atmosphere due to human activitiegudtrial activities, particularly

increased consumption of fossil fuels (e.g., gasoldiesel, wood, coal, etc.), have
heavily contributed to the increase in atmosphlenels of GHGs. As reported by
the California Energy Commission (CEC), Califoregiantributes 1.4 percent of the
global and 6.2 percent of the national GHGs emissi(CEC,2004). The GHG

inventory for California is presented in Table 3EEC, 2005). Approximately 80

percent of GHGs in California are from fossil feembustion (see Table 3-3).

In June 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Exec@rder #S-3-05 which
established the following greenhouse gas redutaigets:

» By 2010, Reduce to 2000 Emission Levels,
* By 2020, Reduce to 1990 Emission Levels, and
» By 2050, Reduce to 80 percent below 1990 Levels.
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TABLE 3-3
California GHG Emissions and Sinks Summary

(Million metric tons of CQ equivalence)

Gas/Source 1990 2004
Carbon Dioxide (Gross) 317.4 355.9
Fossil Fuel Combustion 306.4 342.4
Residential 29.0 27.9
Commercial 12.6 12.2
Industrial 66.1 67.1
Transportation 161.1 188.0
Electricity Generation (In State) 36.5 47.1
No End Use Specified 1.1 0.2
Cement Production 4.6 6.5
Lime Production 0.2 0.1
Limestone & Dolomite Consumption 0.2 0.3
Soda Ash Consumption 0.2 0.2
Carbon Dioxide Consumption 0.1 0.1
Waste Combustion 0.1 0.1
Land Use Change & Forestry Emissions 5.5 6.1
Land Use Change & Forestry Sinks (22.7) (21.0)
Carbon Dioxide (Net) 294.7 334.9
Methane (CH4) 26.0 27.9
Petroleum & Natural Gas Supply System 1.0 0.5
Natural Gas Supply System 1.6 1.4
Landfills 8.1 8.4
Enteric Fermentation 7.5 7.2
Manure Management 3.3 6.0
Flooded Rice Fields 0.4 0.6
Burning Ag & Other Residues 0.1 0.1
Wastewater Treatment 14 1.7
Mobile Source Combustion 1.2 0.6
Stationary Source Combustion 1.3 1.3
Nitrous Oxide (N20) 32.7 33.3
Nitric Acid Production 0.4 0.2
Waste Combustion 0.0 0.0
Agricultural Soil Management 14.7 19.2
Manure Management 0.8 0.9
Burning Ag Residues 0.1 0.1
Wastewater 0.9 1.1
Mobile Source Combustion 15.6 11.8
Stationary Source Combustion 0.2 0.2
High Global Warming Potential Gases (HFCs, PFCs & B6) 7.1 14.2
Substitution of Ozone-Depleting Substances 4.5 12.6
Semiconductor Manufacture 0.4 0.6
Electricity Transmission & Distribution (SF6) 2.3 1.0
Gross California Emissions (w/o Electric Imports) 33.3 431.3
Land Use Change & Forestry Sinks (22.7) (21.0)
Net Emissions (w/o Electric Imports) 360.6 410.3
Electricity Imports 43.3 60.8
Gross California Emissions with Electricity Imports 426.6 492.1
Net California Emissions with Electricity Imports 403.9 471.1

Source: CEC, 2005
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On September 27, 2006, Assembly Bill (AB) 32, thaliférnia Global Warming

Solutions Act, of 2006 was enacted by the StateCafifornia and signed by
Governor Schwarzenegger. AB32 expanded on Exexuiwder #S-3-05. The
legislature stated that “global warming poses #@asrthreat to the economic well-
being, public health, natural resources, and ther@mment of California.” AB32

represents the first enforceable state-wide progmanthe U.S. to cap all GHG
emissions from major industries that includes pe&mlfor non-compliance. While
acknowledging that national and international aiavill be necessary to fully
address the issue of global warming, AB32 lays auirogram to inventory and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions in California @ power generation facilities
located outside the state that serve Californimeass and businesses.

AB32 will require CARB to:

» Establish a statewide GHG emissions cap for 20@6ed on 1990 emissions
by January 1, 2008;

» Adopt mandatory reporting rules for significant sms of GHG by January 1,
2008;

* Adopt an emissions reduction plan by January 1,9200dicating how
emissions reductions will be achieved via regutegjonarket mechanisms, and
other actions; and

» Adopt regulations to achieve the maximum technalalty feasible and cost-
effective reductions of GHG by January 1, 2011.

The combination of Executive Order #S-3-05 and AB@# require significant
development and implementation of energy efficilmthnologies and shifting of
energy production to renewable sources.

Climate Change

Global climate change is a change in the averagghse of the earth, which can be
measured by wind patterns, storms, precipitatiod,tamperature. Historical records
have shown that temperature changes have occumrédei past, such as during
previous ice ages. Some data indicate that themuremperature record differs from
previous climate changes in rate and magnitude.

The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Cin@hange constructed several
emission trajectories of greenhouse gases needsdhitize global temperatures and
climate change impacts. It concluded that a statiibn of greenhouse gases at 400-
450 ppm carbon dioxide-equivalent concentratiomeguired to keep global mean

warming below 2° Celsius, which is assumed to beessary to avoid dangerous

climate change.
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The potential health effects from global climatamte may arise from temperature
increases, climate-sensitive diseases, extremetsveamd air quality. There may be
direct temperature effects through increases imagestemperature leading to more
extreme heat waves and less extreme cold speliseTliving in warmer climates are
likely to experience more stress and heat-relatedblpms (i.e., heat rash and heat
stroke). In addition, climate sensitive diseasey marease, such as those spread by
mosquitoes and other disease carrying insects. elldiseases include malaria,
dengue fever, yellow fever, and encephalitis. ErFeevents such as flooding and
hurricanes can displace people and agriculture,clwhivould have negative
consequences. Drought in some areas may increbhgs would decrease water and
food availability. Global warming may also contrieuo air quality problems from
increased frequency of smog and particulate alupoh.

The impacts of climate change will also affect pot$ in various ways. Effects of

climate change are specifically mentioned in AB<sZh as rising sea levels and
changes in snow pack. The extent of climate chamgeacts at specific locations

remains unclear. However, it is expected thatf@alia agencies will more precisely

guantify impacts in various regions of the Stats.ah example, it is expected that
the Department of Water Resources will formalidestaof foreseeable water quality

iIssues associated with various degrees of climagsge. Once state government
agencies make these lists available, they couldsed to more precisely determine
to what extent a project creates global climatengeampacts

EXISTING EMISSIONS AND CREDIT AVAILABILITY

New Source Review

Federal and state laws require the development iemmementation of NSR
programs to ensure that the operation of new, rexljifor relocated stationary
emission sources in nonattainment areas does testare with the attainment and
maintenance of California and national ambientqaiality standards (CAAQS and
NAAQS). Local NSR programs must, at a minimum, pgnwith the requirements
established pursuant to federal and state law, lwimclude: (1) pre-construction
review; (2) the installation of BACT; and, (3) tbffsetting of emission increases by
providing emission reductions or purchasing ERC$he SCAQMD originally
adopted its NSR program in 1976. U.S. EPA inyiapproved the SCAQMD’s
NSR program into the California State Implementati®lan (SIP) initially on
January 21, 1981, approved the revised NSR prograni996, and adopted
subsequent amendments to the NSR program intolherSseveral occasions.
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NSR Tracking

The SCAQMD’s NSR tracking system provides an actingrsystem that identifies
the sources of ERCs including orphan shutdownglssireductions and previous
NSR balances, and the accounts that ERCs are tabda include Rule 1304
exemptions/adjustments and the Priority ReserveponUadoption, Rule 1309.1
established a Priority Reserve account to provie€& for specific priority sources,
including essential public services, innovativehtemogy and research operations.

An essential public service includes sewage treatnfecilities, prisons, police

facilities, fire fighting facilities, schools, hosggls, landfills, water operations and
public transit. To qualify to draw from the PriyriReserve bank of credits, an
essential public service must provide all requiddtsets available by modifying
sources to best available retrofit control techgpldBARCT) levels at the same
facility or demonstrate that no sources within flaeility could be modified to

BARCT levels to provide offsets.

According to the current Rule 1309.1, the PriofRgserve is funded quarterly on
March 31, June 30, September 30 and December 31, tle amount of this
allocation does not exceed the amounts listed eTa-4.

TABLE 3-4
Priority Reserve Allocations

Air Contaminant Quatrterly Allocation
(pounds per day)
Volatile Organic Compounds 500
Nitrogen Oxides (NQ 250
Sulfur Dioxide (SOx) 60
Particulate Matter (PM10) 125
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 250

An annual report is released which focuses on tipplg and demand for creditable
emission reductions and required offsets for saurzgeich the SCAQMD has taken
responsibility to provide offsets (i.e., Priorityegerve, etc.). The information in that
report is derived from the SCAQMD's NSR trackingtsyn, with the most recent
report presented to the SCAQMD's Governing BoardFebruary 2, 2007. The

balance of creditable emission reductions availdbtefuture compliance with the

federal offset requirement is listed in Table 3-5.
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TABLE 3-5
NSR Balance (for activity between August 2002 jéuted December 2007)

Source VOC NO SOx coO PM10
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)

Previous NSR Balance 137,400 57,680 21,440 15,680 15,360
Credits Receivegrom orphan 68,870 23,280 5,598 26,663 15,279
shutdowns, surplus reductions and
other discounts of ERCS)
Offsets Usedby Rule 1304 -5,743 -7,516 -178 -17,765 -2,616
exemptions/adjustmerttsand
Priority Reserve)
Surplus Adjustment -20,580 -14,960 -6,300 0 -200
Unused Initial Balances -43,040 -9,040 -14,840 0 0
NSR Balancéprevious balance + 136,907 49,444 5,720 24,578 27,823
creditable reductions — increases)

Source: NSR Status Report, Table 1, 2 and 3 — Bie&trminations of Equivalency for SCAQMD’s Federal
Offset Accounts (SCAQMD, February 2, 2007 Goverrdmard Public Hearing Agenda No. 37)

Table 3-6 lists the current active ERCs as of ARGI07® held by companies,
emissions credit brokers, organizations, or indigild. While these ERCs are valid
and active, not all are available for sale. Sowmmganies will hold onto their ERCs
for future business growth and/or to modernizertfaeility. Therefore, the total
ERC holdings, as listed in Table 3-6, are not nemdly representative of the total
ERC%?vailable for sale because there is a poolfidfRCs that are least likely to be
tradea™.

TABLE 3-6

Non-SCAQMD Active ERCs (as of April 2007)

Source VOC NOy SOx coO PM10
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
Non-SCAQMD Active ERCs 12,832 1,235 784 2,290 781

12 Several offset exemptions are provided in Rul@4l8nd are either beneficial to the environmentriwen by

severe economic needs.

13 SCAQMD Website ffttp://www.agmd.gov/permit/spreadsheets/Current&RCList.xI3

14 “White Paper on Modernization of Emission Reduti@redit System” (SCAQMD, May 2002): May 2002

Governing Board Meeting Agenda
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INTRODUCTION

The CEQA Guidelines require environmental documetds identify significant
environmental effects that may result from a pregogroject [CEQA Guidelines
815126.2(a)]. Significant effects of a project the environment should be identified
and described, with consideration given to bothrtshand long-term impacts. The
discussion of environmental impacts may includd, isunot limited to, the resources
involved; physical changes; alterations of ecolaggystems; health and safety problems
caused by physical changes; and other aspectseofegource base, including water,
scenic quality, and public services. If signifitatverse environmental impacts are
identified, the CEQA Guidelines require a discussid measures that could either avoid
or substantially reduce any adverse environmenmtphcts to the greatest extent feasible
[CEQA Guidelines §15126.4].

Rule 1309.1

As indicated in Chapter 1, the SCAQMD is readoptmgendments to Rule 1309.1 to
minimize delays in accessing Rule 1309.1's PrioRBserve if the Court rules against
the SCAQMD in the current lawsuit. Amendments t0leR1309.1 are again being
proposed because of the need for new power planste@tion to meet future
anticipated electricity demand. In order to avthd energy crisis experienced in the
state of California during years 2000 and 2001, pewer generating facility projects
are necessary for a number of reasons includingitaiaing public safety, assuring
operation of health-related equipment, avoidingeptél air traffic control, traffic light
and congestion problemand reducing emissions from standby diesel géorsran the
event of rolling blackouts. The proposed amendméntRule 1309.1 do not require
construction of new power plants. Power plants tgpecally long-term, high-capital
projects that require sufficient time to design aswhstruct prior to operation and,
preferentially, tend to be located near the comtresithey will serve. The proposed
amendments were developed due to the future aat&dpincreased demand for
electricity and the possibility that the supplyRi¥110, SOx and CO ERCs in the open
market may be limited. Clean and efficient new powlants are desirable not only
because they will help meet increasing electridéynand, but also would minimize the
use of emergency standby diesel generators thavi@muused as an alternative power
source in the event of future blackouts. Nevdett®e each new power plant would be
considered a "project” and subject to the requirdmef CEQA. A CEQA review and
analysis would be required by the public agencyhwitimary approval authority over
the project, which may include: the local land usgency, California Energy
Commission (CEC), or the California Public Utildi€ommission (CPUC). The same is
true for future energy projects of regional sigrafice, which include LNG and crude oil
projects.

It is assumed that new energy projects that rerair quality permit for an emission
source (as opposed to the installation or modibcabf an emission source at an
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existing facility) would be reviewed for CEQA apgability by the appropriate lead

agency. As a responsible agency for typical enprgjects, SCAQMD permits rely on

the CEQA document prepared by the lead agencyreldre, for the majority of energy

projects, potential impacts associated with thagivf a new facility would be analyzed
and mitigated as necessary pursuant to CEQA bwpipeopriate lead agency. In the
event that other public agencies do not assumelethe agency role under CEQA,
SCAQMD permit process procedures would ensure thegects would be analyzed for
CEQA applicability®.

The evaluation of the environmental checklist ia MOP/IS and the impacts analyzed in
this chapter reflect the direct effect of adoptiR§R 1309.1. The direct effect of
adopting PAR 1309.1 is allowing specified faciktiémited access to Rule 1309.1's
Priority Reserve ERCs and the use of those ERGhdgpecified facilities that would
not otherwise occur without the proposed amendments

Opponents of allowing EGFs access to PAR 1309.fitwiB Reserve have argued that
the proposed project will assist in the approvatofir quality permit, which is a critical
step in obtaining an approval to site a proje&s a result, opponents have argued that
PAR 1309.1 indirectly creates environmental impactsthe future from siting,
constructing and operating the facility. Sincer¢hare potential adverse environmental
impacts from siting a project, such as constructo operational impacts, facilities
expected to take advantage of accessing the Rri®é@serve would increase the
likelihood of being sited, thus, potentially gerterg these impacts. It is expected these
potential environmental impacts will be fully evatad and disclosed in a separate
CEQA document by the lead agency in charge of gsithe project (e.g., California
Energy Commission, etc.). Although potential indirenpacts from the constructing and
operating possible affected facilities are evaldiate Chapter 5 of this Draft PEA, the
SCAQMD does not have siting authority and for mastironmental topic areas other
than air quality has limited control over the implentation and mitigation of such
impacts.

Finally, evaluations of potential adverse environtak impacts from unknown future
projects that may receive air quality permits untie¥ current and potential future
proposed amendments to Rule 1309.1 would be spaciland, except for publicly
owned biosolids treatment faciliti€s are not included herein. CEQA Guidelines
815145 states, “If after thorough investigationlead agency finds that a particular
impact is too speculative for evaluation, the ageshbould note its conclusion and
terminate discussion of the impact.”

15 The SCAQMD’s permit processing procedures inclimderequirement that an applicant complete and &ub#00-
CEQA form. This form is used to determine CEQA lagghbility for the proposed project.

16 publicly owned biosolids treatment facilities akaluated herein because representatives of these of facilities
have provided estimates of future biosolids treatrdemand.
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The actual amount of mitigation fees and identitgmission reduction projects funded
by the proposed mitigation fees are not known wéltainty at this time and, therefore,
the potential impacts from these projects are sigzulative.

Rule 1315

The PRR 1315 is intended to memorialize and fozealne accounting procedures used
by SCAQMD for federal NSR offset tracking. The S@MD has been maintaining a
tracking system for federal NSR offsets since 1898 using the procedure in PRR 1315
since 2002. The purpose of PRR 1315 is not to mpoaeailability of credits, but to
incorporate the federal NSR offsets accounting gaaces into a rule. U.S. EPA has
requested that SCAQMD incorporate the accountimggquures into a rule to formalize
the tracking system. In addition to formalizing tlederal NSR offsets tracking system,
PRR 1315 makes the NSR offsets program more strinQg providing backstop
measures, as requested by U.S. EPA, in case therang shortfalls in SCAQMD’s
federal NSR offset accounts. However, the occerasf any shortfall is speculative, as
SCAQMD has never experienced such an event. TheredP®RR 1315 does not have any
significant adverse environmental impacts as ewrptii further in the following
paragraphs.

PRR 1315 does not, directly or indirectly, result any adverse effect on the

environment. Rule 1315 does take credit for aluations which have been determined
to be “surplus” under the Federal law. Howevedaes not in itself result in any more

credits becoming available for use by projects,ciwhihay themselves have an effect on
the environment. Access to credits is providedugh other SCAQMD rules, such as

1309.1 (Priority Reserve), and 1304 (Exemptions).

PRR 1315 is strictly for federal NSR offset trackiras a result, SCAQMD is not
reducing the stringency of state minor source N&julations. In addition, CARB has
reviewed the PRR 1315 and has not raised any igsuektion to the stringency of state
minor source NSR regulations. Therefore, theraosacksliding in relation to state
requirements.

Use of emission credits resulting from minor souocphan shutdowns is neither less
stringent than current EPA regulations nor a viotatf federal law. Orphan shutdowns
have always been creditable to SCAQMD’s offset antes SCAQMD has not
guantified minor source orphan shutdowns histdgichlecause the balances in the
SCAQMD'’s offset accounts were sufficient for foreable needs so it was not necessary
for staff to devote the resources to quantify awsdoant for this source of credits.
Furthermore, minor sources do (and always havegrgém ERCs pursuant to SCAQMD
Rule 1309. ERCs generated by minor sources camtare used by major sources as
emissions offsets pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 13035. EPA approved Rules 1302 and
1309 into the SIP in 1996, and has also agreedntiradr source orphan shutdowns are
creditable and has not considered this to be oagntta any EPA regulations.
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Furthermore, the opinion expressed by opponenBAdt 1309.1 that “the CAA’s state
authority retention clause...grants state power tkeriaderal standards more stringent,
but not less stringent” is not correct, as statasehno authority to affect federal
standards. While it is true that 42U.S.C § 741écludes a state from adopting or
enforcing emission standards less stringent thagettset forth under 88 7411 or 7412,
neither of those sections apply to emission credits

One of the purposes of PRR 1315 is in fact to ifieoffsets that are surplus to federal
NSR requirements. PRR 1315 does not affect stisete which are separately
accounted for relative to state NSR purposes. vhduating the federal NSR offset
tracking system, U.S. EPA has agreed that the amlgits used by SCAQMD are those
that are surplus to federal NSR requirements. Adl tredits allowed under PR 1315
have been carefully reviewed to assure that theparplus to federal requirements.

Retroactive adjustments to SCAQMD’s offset accduatking and accounting have no
impact on the contemporaneousness of the offseBCBMQMD'’s offset accounts. The

notion of emissions credits being contemporaneadtis thre increases they are used to
offset refers to the timing of the emission redwuasi underlying the credits and the
timing of the emission increases that are beingedffit does not refer to the timing of
the accounting. That is, the emission reductidisféas the contemporaneous test if it
exists on or before the time of the emission ineeeaSCAQMD only uses credits after
such reductions have taken place. All creditsrreteto in PRR 1315 are in existence —
l.e., the emission reductions had already occusredor to the time they are used and,
therefore are considered to be contemporaneoudhdtbmissions increase.

For federal accounting purposes only, SCAQMD isnigkhe difference of SCAQMD’s
NSR offset ratio of 1.2 to 1.0 and the requirecefati offset ratio of 1.0 to 1.0 as a credit
when an ERC is used at a major source for SOx, COM10. The additional 0.2
portion is not “relied’ on as federal requiremefds major source permitting since only
a 1.0 to 1.0 offset ratio is required to meet fal&SR requirements. The 0.2 portion
would be considered surplus for federal NSR acéognpurposes which makes it
available as a credit. Therefore it is not congdedouble counting. Under PRR 1315,
SCAQMD is not using the same credit to meet fedegaivalency requirements for two
different sources. Instead, the 0.2 credit pravidy certain sources is above and
beyond (surplus to) federal requirements, and @nded to establish that the program
as a whole is equivalent to federal requirements.

PRR 1315 may actually provide a benefit to the mmment, although that effect is not
foreseeable because it is unknown how many creditsbe used and because the
SCAQMD has never experienced a shortfall in credts a future shortfall is not
foreseeable. Under the system in effect beforeattoption of Rule 1315, sources may
access credits through Rules 1309.1 and 1304 witlegard to whether the SCAQMD
will be able to show equivalency with federal reqments, i.e., without regard to
whether there are credits “in the bank.” UndereRLB09.2, credits may not be accessed
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until U.S. EPA approves the rule into the SIP. cémtrast, under Rule 1315, backstop
provisions, the SCAQMD will each year project wheatltredits will be available for
future use, and if not, cease funding the PridrRgserve. If the final determination of
equivalency does not demonstrate equivalency, @&EVID must implement backstop
measures to return to equivalency. Therefore, BRE may provide a beneficial effect
on the environment by assuring that credits ardabla in the bank before a source is
permitted, thus, assuring that increases in enmnisgiesulting from such sources are fully
offset. Based on the above information, it carséen with certainty that there will be
no adverse environmental impacts from PRR 1315¢hyliherefore, warrants no further
environmental analysis.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES

The categories of environmental impacts to be studn a CEQA document are
established by CEQA (Public Resources Code, 821€0Geq.), and the CEQA
Guidelines, as promulgated by the State of Califo8ecretary of Resources. Under the
state CEQA Guidelines, there are approximately divirenmental categories in which
potential adverse impacts from a project are evatlua Projects are evaluated against
the environmental categories in an EnvironmentatdRhst and those environmental
categories that may be adversely affected by tlogeqr are further analyzed in the
appropriate CEQA document.

Pursuant to CEQA, an Initial Study, including awviesnmental checklist, was prepared
for this project (see Appendix A). Of the 17 pdiainenvironmental impact categories,
only one (air quality) was identified as being puoiglly adversely affected by the
proposed project. Seven comment letters were wedeon the Initial Study and

responses to the comment letters can be found prergix C.

The analysis of potential adverse air quality intpamcorporates a “worst-case”
approach. This entails the premise that whendngeahalysis requires that assumptions
be made, those assumptions that result in the ggteatdverse impacts are typically
chosen. This method ensures that all potentisgceff of the proposed project are
documented for the decision-makers and the publisccordingly, the following
analyses use a conservative “worst-case” approachahalyzing the potentially
significant adverse environmental impacts assotiatéh the implementation of the
proposed project.
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Air Quality

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have significadverse air quality impacts if any one
of the thresholds in Table 4-1 are equaled or ede@e In source receptor areas that are
amtbi@r quality standard for the
pollutant, instead of using the change in concéntrahresholds shown in Table 4-1, air
guality impacts for that pollutant will be considdrsignificant if emissions cause or

in attainment for both the state and national

contribute to an exceedance of any applicable ataind

TABLE 4-1

Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Threshold§

Pollutant Construction® Operation®
NOXx 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
VOC 75 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
PM10 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
PM2.5 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
SOx 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day

(6{0) 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Lead 3 Ibs/day 3 Ibs/day

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) and Odor Thresholds

TACs
(including carcinogens
and non-carcinogens)

Maximum Incremental Cancer Rigkl0 in 1 million
Hazard Index 1.0 (project increment)

Odor

Project creates an odor nuisance pursuar€£®/1D Rule
402

Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants

d

NO2

1-hour average
annual average

SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or
contributes to an exceedance of the following attesint
standards:

0.25 ppm (state)

0.053 ppm (federal)

PM10
24-hour average

annual geometric average
annual arithmetic mean

10.4pg/m® (recommended for constructio%)
2.5pg/m?® (operation)
1.0 pg/m?®
20 pg/m?®

PM2.5
24-hour average

10.4pg/m® (recommended for constructioen)
2.5pg/m® (operation)
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TABLE 4-1 (CONCLUDED)
Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants d
Sulfate
24-hour average 1 ug/n?
Cco SCAQMD is in attainment; project is significanititauses or
contributes to an exceedance of the following atteint
standards:
1-hour average 20 ppm (state)
8-hour average 9.0 ppm (state/federal)

2 Source: SCAQMD CEQA WebpadtandbookSCAQMDB-1993nttp://www.agmd.gov/cega/handbook/signthres)doc

® Construction thresholds apply to both the Souths€aa Basin and Coachella Valley (Salton Sea amgjaVe Desert Air
Basins).

¢ For Coachella Valley, the mass daily thresholdsfteration are the same as the construction thigsh Significance

thresholds for CO are not affected by the reclasgion of the Basin as attain for the CO NAAQS.

4 Ambient air quality thresholds for criteria polints based on SCAQMD Rule 1303, Table A-2 unldssraiise stated.

¢ Ambient air quality threshold based on SCAQMD R403.

KEY: Ibs/day = pounds per day ppm = parts per million ug/n® = microgram per cubic meter > greater than or equal to

Construction Emissions

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT: The proposed amendments do not require the
construction of eligible facilities and are not egped to be the sole incentive to
construct a new eligible facility. In the caseaohew power plant, the project is very
expensive and technically complex, so there arearmaber of factors controlling why a
power producing business would be constructed besah allowance to access the
Priority Reserve to comply with PM10, SOx or COseff requirements. Some of these
factors include obtaining sufficient financial s@pp planning commission approval,
CEQA compliance, air quality regulation complianesd approval from other
responsible agencies. Potential indirect envirartaleimpacts from constructing an
EGF, EPRS and a biosolids facility can be foun@lapter 5.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION: No mitigation required.

Operational Emissions

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT: The proposed amendments would not cause or
contribute to the violation of any air quality stland. As already noted, projects
affected by the PAR 1309.1 would have been requicedlready undergo a CEQA
analysis before the air quality permit applicatismapproved by the SCAQMD. The
primary effect is that the proposed project wowdduire affected facilities to comply
with Rules 1303 and 2005 offset requirements. HaneSCAQMD policy is to equate
use of ERCs that would not otherwise be used ®ebE#mission increases with an actual
increase in emissions, even though affected psojgotuld be consistent with Regulation
XlII's purpose of achieving no net emission incesa$rom new or modified permitted
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sources. From a regional perspective, if the amoliERCs exceeds the SCAQMD’s
daily significance thresholds for any pollutant,igsshe case for the currently proposed
project, the air quality impacts are considerebddaaignificant.

Such impacts are likely to be mitigated by the pagtrof mitigation fees, which will be

used to reduce emissions of the pollutant for whiehfee is paid. However, it is not
possible at this point to be certain that such ctgpavill be fully mitigated by use of

mitigation fees. As a result, for purposes of CEQAce emission reductions from
mitigation fee projects are not certain, air gyalimpacts are considered potentially
significant.

To avoid a shortage of electrical power in theestdtCalifornia, more EGFs will need to
be constructed. EGFs will be constructed both iwithe district and downwind to the

district and, in order to allow operators to obtpermits for their equipment, the new
facility operators will have to comply with SCAQMDRegulation XIll - New Source

Review offset requirements. PAR 1309.1 will all&@Fs limited access to the Priority
Reserve to offset the emissions from operatingetipgsjects. Currently, the supply of
ERCs in the open market that are likely to be awdd for trading may not be sufficient
with regard to what is needed for EGFs and cerai@rgy projects to obtain permits.
Further, it is unknown whether ERC holders wouldase ERCs to the market even if
ERCs were sold at a higher price. These are timapy reasons for allowing these
projects to use ERCs from the SCAQMD's Priority étes.

During the California energy crises in 2000 and2Gfere was a noticeable increase in
the operation of high polluting standby emergenegel-fired electric-powered standby
generators during the rolling blackouts, primarigp businesses could continue
operating. On a per unit basis, diesel-fired dbgngenerators are substantially higher
polluting than natural gas fired gas turbines. tien, diesel particulate matter (DPM)
has been classified as a carcinogen by CARB. &sang the number of natural gas fired
EGFs in the future will help to minimize the ocaute and/or duration of future
blackouts thereby, minimizing the use of, and siiss from highly polluting dlesel—

Any delays in obtaining air quality permits by EGEsuld contribute to electricity
shortages, rolling blackouts and increased useiesfet fired generators. Thus, there
could be an increase of diesel emissions in thatawat rolling blackouts occur before
EGF projects go online. For example, SCAQMD stafiicluded that during a typical
rolling blackout, daily emissions from diesel imtal combustion engines increased by
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the following amounts: 10.6 pounds of PM10 emissj®14 pounds of NOx emissions;
111 pounds of CO emissions; 7.7 pounds of SOx emissand 41 pounds of VOC
emissions (Final EA for PAR 1470; February 17, 2086€AQMD NO. 050118MK)
However, the SCAQMD is not taking credit for thisneficial air quality effect fro
reduced diesel emissions in this air quality anglys

Future amendments to Rule 1309.1 would allow opesabf other specified energy
projects, such as LNG and crude oil storage andimmprojects, the opportunity to
access the Priority Reserve to offset emission fthe operation of their facilities.
Examples of these types of projects are currentljarious stages of the permitting and
CEQA processes in the district. Inclusion of thpseagects in the analysis herein does
not necessarily reflect the outcome of their reguiaprocess. As noted in Chapter 2,
operators of all of these projects will be requitegay a mitigation fee (see Table 2-9
for amount of fee which varies depending on thation of the project). While the
mitigation fee will be used to fund appropriateatieair projects, these projects may not
necessarily provide emission reductions equal ¢orilbmber of ERCs withdrawn from
the Priority Reserve. Since the amount of emisssatuctions will not be known until
the specific clean air project is chosen, the arhainemissions not reduced could
exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds andrefore, the air quality impact
would remain significant.

Future amendments to Rule 1302 would define puyblained biosolids treatment
facilities as an essential public service allowihgm permanent access to all pollutant
ERCs in the Priority Reserve. Operators of biasdteatment facilities will not be
required to pay a mitigation fee and, therefore;eas to Priority Reserve will be
provided to facility operators who otherwise woulot have been provided access. The
amount of ERCs withdrawn in the future will dictatehether the amount of ERCs
withdrawn could exceed the SCAQMD’s significanceefinolds generating significant
adverse air quality impacts.

Although there are currently no permit applicatiosisomitted for these types of
facilities, local sanitation districts have providestimates of the amount of ERCs
needed in the future to offset composting and dejlepzing biosolids projects.
Emission estimates for publicly owned biosolidstmneent facilities are listed in Table 4-
2 along with estimated ERCs expected to be neegétldi-s and EPRS that would also
be eligible to withdraw from the Priority Reservetihe future under PAR 1309.1. Table
4-2 outlines the current “worst-case” scenario sisome of the demand could be
satisfied by ERC holdings obtained through the iregudue diligence effort. The
estimates in Table 4-2 may change in the PEA aarthgysis is refined, but it is unlikely
that air quality impacts will be less than sigraint.
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TABLE 4-2
Estimated Emission Credits to be Withdrawn fronofty Reserve

PM10 SOx VOC CO NOXx
(Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
In-District EGFs 4,419 364 -- 4,997 ---
(5,000 MW projects)
Downwind EGFs -- -- <5,000
EPRS 198 1,121 - 473
Biosolids projects 4340 980904 224207 4441
(present to 2010)
Biosolids projects 2422 532491 122143 2422
(2010 to 2020)
TOTAL 4,6604.657 1,485 5,98®%;904 5,6945.6747 4441
(before 2010)
TOTAL 2422 -- 532491 122113 2422
(after 2010)
CEQA Operational 150 550 55 550 55
Significance
Thresholds (Ibs/day)
Significant? Yes Yes Yes Yes No

The proposed amendments would not conflict witholostruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan, as the plan forecagtswvth from new sources relying on
either the open market or the Priority Reservelierrequired offsets. Rule 1303 (b)(2)
requires all emission increases from new or modiifiermit units to be offset by either
ERCs approved pursuant to Rule 1309, or by allonatfrom the Priority Reserve in
accordance with the provisions of Rule 1309.1. PE®9.1 will require EGFs and

eligible energy projects to comply with an offsatio of 1.2-to-1.0 for allocations from

the Priority Reserve while the remaining newly iblig sources will remain subject to
offset ratios in Rule 1303 at 1.2-t0-1.0 for ER@sl 4.0-to-1.0 for allocations from the
Priority Reserve, except for facilities located it the SCAQMD jurisdiction, but not

in the South Coast Air Basin, where the offseorétr ERCs only shall be 1.2-t0-1.0 for
VOC, NOx, SOxand PM1(Gnd 1.0-to-1.0 for CO.

The proposed amendments would require affecteditfegito comply with emission
offset requirements in Rules 1303 and 2005 by pirogi a source of ERCs that would
not otherwise be available. Since operators ofcad#id facilities would be offsetting
emission increases as required under Rules 1302008, the proposed amendments
are consistent with existing purpose of Reguladoh to ensure that there are no net
emission increases from new or modified permitiegrses. As a result, the proposal is
not expected to conflict with or obstruct implenaidn of the Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP). Appendix Il of the 2007 AQMP discesshow the estimate of future
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increased emissions from new and modified souesstinto account the net demand
of ERCs from the open market and net demand frenSBAQMD’s NSR accouht
The NSR account includes those sources exempt @ffset requirements under Rule
1304 and estimates the annual average amount @b defd credits from the account.
Further, the 2007 AQMP includes a set-aside accoluohe ton per day for each criteria
pollutant for the Rule 1309.2 - Offset Budget, whis funded by expired permit source
shutdov;gs credits, and other methods approved byEttexutive Officer, CARB and
U.S.EPA”.

Toxic Air Contaminants

The proposed amendments would not expose sensgibeptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Air quality modeling required fach project under Rule 1303(b)(1)
will assure that each project does not have afsignt localized impact. Rule 1401 -
New Source Review for Toxic Air Contaminants, stipplies to all new, modified or
relocated sources. Rule 1401 protects nearby t@sefyom toxic air contaminants by
limiting both cancer and non-cancer exposure fraw rioxic sources. For new or
modified power plant projects, the requirement®ofe 1401 would have to be satisfied
before any permit is issued. In addition, the psgal amendments are expected to
reduce the use of high-polluting standby emergedmsel fired electric power
generators for electrical power generation by mining the probability of power
outages in the future and, thus, reduce poterdiflither expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.

New or relocated facilities are also subject to B0 Rule 1401.1 which provides
additional health protection for children at sclsoot schools under construction from
new or relocated facilities emitting toxic air cantinants. Rule 1401.1 imposes
requirements, such as cancer and noncancer rigk,liom affected facilities.

PAR 1309.1 also has several proposed provisiorismbiald serve to reduce exposure to
air toxics from EGFs. First, operators of EGFspmsing to locate their facilities in
Zone 3 or EJA at greater than 500 MW must dematestiet the facility’s cancer risk is
less than one-half in one-million (0.5 x'ﬁ)Othe noncancer risk, both acute and chronic,
hazard index is less than 0.1, and cancer burdessshan 0.05. Secondly, operators of
EGFs proposing to locate their facilities in ZoneoRZone 3/EJA at less than 500 MW
must demonstrate that the facility’s cancer risless than one in one-million (1 x 30

the noncancer risk, both acute and chronic, hamatex is less than 0.5, and cancer
burden is less than 0.1. These risk levels arstaobally more health protective than
Rule 1401.

" Table 2-10 in Appendix IIl of the Proposed Modifiions to the Draft 2007 AQMP (February 2007)
18 Table 2-14 in Appendix IIl of the Proposed Modifiions to the Draft 2007 AQMP (February 2007)
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Odors

The act of allowing use of the Priority Reserve hasprovisions that directly generate
adverse odors affecting a substantial number ofplpeo New EPRS or biosolid
processing facilites that require an air qualitynpié for emission sources located in the
new facility and would be reviewed for CEQA appbday by the local land use
agency. Potential adverse odor impacts assocveitbdthe operation of a new facility
would be analyzed and mitigated as necessary pursu&EQA by the appropriate lead
agency. In the event that other public agenciesatoassume CEQA responsibility,
SCAQMD permit process procedures would ensure pugjects would be analyzed for
CEQA applicability. SCAQMD is typically a respohk agency and before action can
be taken on the air quality permits for EPRS osbiils projects, the SCAQMD has to
have a certified CEQA document from the approprieéel agency, which is usually the
CEC, CPUC or other appropriate agencies with piynaigcretionary approval authority
over the project. SCAQMD permits must addressr gdosances so the SCAQMD
permit process will reduce potential odor impaotkess than significant.

Installing BACT would typically contribute to a rnection in potential odor impacts and
affected facilities would still be subject to Ru#®2 — Nuisance. Finally, permit
conditions may be required to protect against ar adisance.

Mitigation Fee

Eligible facilities are expected to pay mitigatidees which will be used to fund
appropriate emission reduction projects. The ppollutant ERCs withdrawn for the
Priority Reserve will determine which clean air jpats will be funded. Previous
mitigation fees collected from allowing accesshe Priority Reserve were used to fund
the following types of projects. Similar typesmbjects may also be funded with fees
collected from PAR 1309.1:

* Promotion of renewable energy such as solar collectwind turbines, biogas
generators, geothermal energy generation, biosodéidergy production (all
pollutants);

» Construct anaerobic digesters (VOC, PM, NH3);
» Development of better energy storage capacityp@lutants);
» Capturing energy losses during transmissions ¢@llifants);

» Retrofit diesel powered school buses with partiieutsaps or oxidation catalysts
(NOx, VOC, PM10);

* Replace existing diesel school buses with newradtere-fueled school buses (i.e.,
CNG engines) (NOx, PM10);
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* Repower off-road heavy-duty diesel equipment widwnower-emission diesel
engines and equip with particulate traps (PM, NOX);

* Replace portable diesel generators with microtwbifPM, NOX);
* Provide low-sulfur diesel fuel to local passengeoimotives (SOx, PM10); and
» Expand liquefied natural gas refueling infrastruet(NOx, PM10, SOX).

Other programs and projects designed to reducesemgsmay include:

« Install fuel cells (e.g., phosphoric acid fuel celolten carbonate fuel c&l) in
any mobile or stationary application (all pollutsit

* Purchase of fuel cells and electrification usageéhwships at the dock (all
pollutants);

» Retrofit other diesel mobile sources with partibellé&raps or oxidation catalysts
(PM10, NOXx);

» Conversion of other diesel engines to alternativgst (PM10, NOx, SOX);

» Conversion of lawn and garden equipment to batgergt electric (NOx, PM,
VOC, CO);

* Regional emission reduction programs (i.e., intbupent — ammonia, NOX, etc);

» Demonstration or deployments of new emission redyuctechnology (all
pollutants); and

* Promotion of energy efficiency and energy consa@mamneasures (all pollutants).

As outlined in Table 2-1, there are quarterly akbans of emissions funded to the
Priority Reserve. Depending on the actual numb&RCs available to the open market
(Table 2-8) for new EGF and energy projects in taidito those indicated in Table 4-2,
it is unclear whether or not there will be an adggquamount of ERCs to offset the
emission increases from all newly eligible sources.

While the mitigation fee will be used to fund appmrate clean air projects, the emission
reduction from these projecinay not necessarily provide emission reductionsaktp |
the number of ERCs withdrawn from the Priority Rese Since the amount of
emission reduction will not be known until the siiecclean air project is chosen, the
amount of emission not reduced could exceed the@@B’s significance thresholds
and, therefore, the air quality impact would rem&gnificant.

% Fyel Cell Energy vyww.fce.con)
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Health Effects

The proposed project results in potential significadverse PM10, VOC, SOx and CO
emissions from the uncertainty that the emissialucgon from the appropriate clean air
projects funded by the mitigation fee may not nsagl/ provide emission reductions
equal to the number of ERCs withdrawn from the MyioReserve. In the future,
biosolids facilities would not be required to payndigation fee so depending upon the
amount of PM10, VOC, CO and SOx ERCs withdrawn ditfate whether the amount
of ERCs withdrawn could exceed the SCAQMD’s sigmafice thresholds generating
significant adverse air quality impacts. Thus, theposed project potentially
contributes to the adverse health effects from PMADC, SOx and CO as noted in
Chapter 3 such as an increase in mortality ratespinatory infections, number and
severity of asthma attacks, number of hospital adimns, airway constriction in some
asthmatics, reductions in birth weight and impaimeLrobehavioral development.
Indirect impacts from the construction and operatad eligible facilities, including
health effects, can be found in Chapter 5 of ti& P

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The proposed project results in potential signiftcadverse PM10, SOx and CO
emissions from the uncertainty that the emissialucgon from the appropriate clean air
projects funded by the mitigation fee may not nsagl/ provide emission reductions
equal to the number of ERCs withdrawn from the iigioReserve. The potential
withdraw inequity will not have an impact on theegnhouse gas emissions since the
emissions that make up greenhouse gases (i.e.mé@ane, nitrous oxide (N), etc.)
are not being offset by the Priority Reserve. Rtk greenhouse gas emissions from
the operation of EGFs are included in the indinegtacts discussion found in Chapter 5.

PRR 1315

In their lawsuit challenging Rule 1315 as adopted September 8, 2006, plaintiff
environmental groups have argued that credits feolgitional methods of obtaining
credits that were not used prior to the Septembem8ndments, such as minor source
orphan shutdowns, amount to increases in availeigldits for the period 1990-2004.
They assert that the increased available credgsaarfollows: VOC 52.03 tpd; NOx
17.92 tpd, SOx 4.29 tpd, CO 22.2 tpd, and PM103L4pd, for a total of 111.07 tpd.
The SCAQMD disagrees with this argument, becausetiditional sources of credits
that have contributed to the SCAQMD’s offset baskracalculated under Rule 1315
have always been surplus and available for usehbySCAQMD; they were not
tracked, however, because the SCAQMD had an ampla\sof credits in its accounts
for all pollutants. (Rule 1315 Staff Report, p. 3)

Moreover, the plaintiffs have ignored that undeteRLB15 as adopted on September 8,
there were also a large number of previously-akbglaredits that were removed from
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the SCAQMD'’s offset balances. Table 5 on Page lth®fSeptember 2006 staff report
depicts the change in available running balancesf&002, comparing the balance
available before the rule adoption with the balaaceilable after the rule adoption.
This table shows net reductions for all pollutaesept NOx, and for the total pounds
of pollutants. Thus, Rule 1315 resulted in a 3&@etr decrease in available VOC, a 43
percent decrease in available SOx, a 68 percemease in available CO, and an 81
percent decrease in available PM10, which is thkugamt most involved in Rule
1309.1's power plant amendments. This table alsmwsha 39 percent increase in
available NOx; however, NOx is not even availabl@ower plants under Rule 1309.1.
Contrary to plaintiffs’ claims, the credits removéwm the SCAQMD’s pre-1990
balances were not “invalid”, as generally all ctediad been assessed at the time they
were deposited in the account. The SCAQMD has ydwased a robust and
sophisticated NSR tracking system, which trackedh bemission increases and
emission decreases since the adoption of NSR inuE876. These credits were simply
removed because the SCAQMD no longer retained dea@lating to the generation of
the credits.

Moreover, total 2002 offset balances for all pahts—including the increase in
NOx—were reduced by 42 percent. Thus, even if RLB&5 were considered a
“project” under CEQA, its net effect for the yedhsough and including 2002 was a
large decrease in available offsets.

Finally, even using the plaintiffs’ approach, anonsidering only the increases in
credits and not the decreases resulting from tlee this would not change most of the
conclusions in this PEA, which already concludes the impacts are significant for all
pollutants except NOx. Using plaintiffs’ approaempacts of VOC, SOx, CO, and
PM10 would be substantially more significant, amghacts of NOx would change from
insignificant to significant.

Plaintiffs also argue that for the years followthg adoption of Rule 1315, there would
be an unknown amount of increase in the creditegéed in each year. Plaintiffs again
ignore the fact that Rule 1315 also required cgatiie use of any credits generated
prior to 1990 for all years after 2005, and stoppesl use and retroactively removed
any use of BACT discount of ERCs as sources ofitsrexyen though use of these
credits was specifically approved by EPA (TechniSalpport Document for EPA’s
Notice of Final Rulemaking for the California Stdteplementation Plan South Coast
Air Quality Management District New Source Revigdgtober 24, 1996), thus again
reducing the available balance of credits for sammall pollutants. To test plaintiffs’
theory, the SCAQMD calculated the difference betweet activity (credits minus
debits) that would have been generated under pke-R15 procedures compared with
the net activity under post-Rule 1315 proceduresHe years 1997 through 2002. The
results of this calculation showed that for somargethere would be an increase in net
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activity for a given pollutant, and for some yedisgre would be a decrease in net
activity for a given pollutant (see Table 4-3).

Thus, it is not possible to predict accurately wieetthere would be an increase or a
decrease of net activity for each year. Howeveenetaking the most conservative
approach, and assuming the maximum calculatedareren net activity for any year
would result each year, does not change the restiltis PEA, which has already
concluded that impacts are significant for all pthts, including NOx under the
plaintiffs’ approach discussed above. Furthermase discussed above, Table 5 on
Page 15 of the September 2006 staff report clesdudyvs that the availability of offsets
from SCAQMD'’s offset accounts was reduced for allygants in 1990 (seven percent
for NOx and 56 percent to 92 percent for the otber pollutants) and for all pollutants
except NOx in 2002 as a result of implementationRofe 1315. That is, with the
exception of NOx, the increases in annual net #gtishown in Table 4-3 do not
translate into higher offset account balances yysar through 2002 and are unlikely
to do so for the foreseeable future. Also, as mdid earlier, NOx is not even a
pollutant that is available to power plants undgisteng or proposed Rule 1309.1.
Finally, because historically the availability offsets in SCAQMD’s offset accounts
has always been greater than the demand for thtsetsy an increase in the supply for
NOx, and even hypothetically for other pollutardses not imply that there will be an
increase in use of such offsets.

TABLE 4-3

Net Difference Between Net Activity Reported to Bban
Indicated Year and Net Activity Reported to Boaebruary 2, 2007

VOC NOXx SOx CO PM10

{bstons/day) | (lbstons/day) | (lbstons/day) | (lbstons/day) | (lbstons/day)
1997-1998 -3.92 0.92 0.24 -0.58 -2.05
1998-1999 1.49 1.12 0.06 1.61 -1.63
1999-2000 0.96 1.11 0.13 1.53 1.54
2000-2001 1.77 0.70 0.76 0.38 1.25
2001-2002 0.29 0.44 0.16 1.17 0.58

The SCAQMD continues to believe that Rule 1315okin itself a “project”, because it
does not cause either a direct change in the enwigat or a reasonably foreseeable
indirect change in the environment. (Pub. Res. Z1085) According to a leading
treatise, “Agency action that merely establishesliility to take a later action that will
affect the environment but does not commit the agea a definite course of action is
not a project subject to CEQA.” 1 Kosta & Zischi&ractice Under the California
Environmental Quality Act, 84.20 (p. 171.) Where city's Memorandum of
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Understanding with an Indian Tribe established ars® of funds for future
development of a casino, but did not obligate tlity €@ undertake development, the
MOU was not a “project.” (Citizens to Enforce CEQACity of Rohnert Park, 131 Cal.
App. 4" 1594(2005) Where a school district establishedrarsunity facilities district

to raise funds for school development, this was andproject.” Kaufman & Broad
South Bay, Inc., v. Morgan Hill Unified School Di§1992) 9 Cal. App.2464. Even

if PR 1315 may increase the number of creditswhihbe available in the future, this is
analogous to the financing mechanisms discusséleirabove cases, and the Rule is
not a “project” under CEQA because any impactatéreasonably foreseeable.”

Moreover, PRR 1315 actually may provide a bendfiogpact on the environment in
another way. Prior to Rule 1315, sources eligilae dredits under SCAQMD rules
could access credits without regard to whetherS6AQMD would be able to show
equivalency with federal NSR requirements, i.ehaitt regard to whether there are
credits “in the bank.” Under Rule 1315, the SCAQMI each year project whether
there will be credits available for future use, andot, will cease funding the Priority
Reserve. If the final determination of equivalemnes not demonstrate equivalency,
the SCAQMD must implement measures to return tavedgncy. Thus, PRR 1315
provides a safeguard which benefits the environrardtdid not exist before.

Despite the foregoing, the SCAQMD has determinedat® the most conservative
approach, assuming plaintiffs are correct, andetermiine that the project will have a
significant impact on all the following pollutant¢OC, NOx, SOx, CO, and PM10. All
feasible mitigation measures have been requiredetluce these impacts, yet the
impacts remain significant after mitigation. Astsd in Attachment Ill to the Rule
1315 Staff Report, p. 11I-6, SCAQMD has determirtldt providing offset exemptions
and the Priority Reserve (as well as the previoasiministered Community Bank) is
important to the NSR program and the local econowtjile encouraging the
installation of control equipment. Therefore, SCARMas assumed the responsibility
of providing the necessary offsets for exempt sesir¢he Priority Reserve, and the
Community Bank. Therefore, PRR 1315 is not onlyemied to debit SCAQMD'’s
offset accounts for any sources which do not pmwdeir own ERCs, and yet are
subject to offset requirements under federal NSRvdver, the project objectives for
Rule 1315 also include taking credit for all sugpheductions available under Federal
law. (Rule 1315 Staff Report, p.2)

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION: No feasible mitigation measures beyond the
required mitigation fee under PAR 1309.1 and theeweble energy due diligence
requirements were identifiedClhe SCAQMD continues to believe that Rule 1315at

in itself a “project”, because it does not caugbegia direct change in the environment
or _a reasonably foreseeable indirect change in égheronment. However, th
SCAQMD has determined to take the most conservatnmoach and to determine that
the project will have a significant impact on dietfollowing pollutants: VOC, NOx
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SOx, CO, and PM10. Because no feasible mitigateasures have beatentified to

reduce this impact to less than significant, tmgact remains significanBecausePRR

REMAINING AIR QUALITY IMPACTS: The air quality analysis concluded that
significant adverse air quality impacts could beated by the proposed amendments.
Because there is no guarantee that future mitigafee projects will receive enough
credits to fully replenish the SCAQMD's generalditeaccount, air quality impacts
remain significant.

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS : The implementation of the proposed
amendments may result in significant adverse dagajuality effects and, therefore, the
project's incremental contribution to a cumulatief#fect may be cumulatively

considerable. Further, indirect impacts from tlastruction and operation of EGFs,
EPRS and biosolid facilities have been found to dignificant (see Chapter 5).

Therefore, cumulative air quality impacts are cdesed to be significant.

CUMULATIVE MITIGATION: No mitigation measures beyond those identified to
mitigate project-specific impacts were identified.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE
SIGNIFICANT

While all the environmental topics required to Ialgzed under CEQA were reviewed
to determine if the proposed amendments would €ghificant impacts, the screening
analysis concluded that the following environmerggdas would not be significantly
adversely affected by PAR 1309.1. aesthetics, aluie resources, biological
resources, cultural resources, energy, geologg/shdazards and hazardous materials,
hydrology and water quality, land use and plannmieral resources, noise, population
and housing, public services, recreation, solicdhdaus waste and transportation/traffic.
These topics were not analyzed in further detailthis environmental assessment,
however, a brief discussion of each is providedwel

The primary purpose of this EA is to only evalumbpacts resulting from the proposed
amendments. The eligible EGF, EPRS and biosotiitias are currently undergoing,

or will be required to undergo a CEQA analysis bigad agency. The public agency
with primary approval authority over a project, lsu&s the local city, will be lead agency
for these types of projects. However, while theAQM™D is not the lead agency for

facilities affected by the proposed amendmentsyknpotential environmental impacts
can be found in Chapter 5 as indirect impacts efpitoposed project.
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As noted in the “Introduction” to this chapter, PRBL5 may provide a beneficial effect
on the environment by assuring that credits ardabla in the bank before a source is
permitted, thus assuring that increases in emisgiesulting from such sources are fully
offset. Thus, it can be seen with certainty tihatre will be no adverse environmental
impacts from PRR 1315.

Aesthetics

The act of allowing use of Priority Reserve offdetscertain projects as proposed in the
current and future amendments to Rule 1309.1 wbale no direct impact on a scenic
vista, substantially damage scenic resources, lmstantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surrougdin Each new power plant would be
required to undergo an appropriate CEQA analysisthegy appropriate lead agency.
Therefore, potential aesthetics impacts associatttdthe siting of a new facility (e.g.,
obstructing scenic resources, adverse light andegletc.) would be analyzed and
mitigated as necessary pursuant to CEQA by theogpipte lead agency. In the event
that other public agencies do not assume CEQA ressiphty, SCAQMD permit
process procedures would ensure such projects wbeldanalyzed for CEQA
applicability. SCAQMD is typically a responsiblgency and before action can be taken
on the air quality permits for EPRS or biosolidsjpcts, the SCAQMD has to have a
certified CEQA document from the appropriate legdrecy, which is usually the CEC,
CPUC or other appropriate agencies with primargreisonary approval authority over
the project. So, environmental impacts would tgfyycalready have been analyzed and
disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements. aAmesult, the CEQA analysis
prepared by CEC or CPUC may or may not identifynifigant adverse impacts to an
environmental topic area but PAR 1309.1 will natrease or add to the impact that has
already been identified. There are no component®AR 1309.1 that would alter
existing work practices, or require activities agh. Therefore, PAR 1309.1 is not
expected to create a new source of substantial dighlare that would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in an area. Thus, significadverse project-specific impacts to
aesthetics are not expected from PAR 1309.1 and B®E. Since there are no
significant adverse project-specific impacts, notigation measures are required.
Potential indirect aesthetics impacts from sitiegnstructing and operating eligible
facilities are identified in Chapter 5.

Agriculture Resources

The act of allowing use of Priority Reserve offdetscertain projects as proposed in the
current and future amendments to Rule 1309.1 wmdd directly result in any
construction of new buildings or other structureattwould convert farmland to non-
agricultural use or conflict with zoning for agrittiral use or a Williamson Act contract.
There are no provisions in the proposed amendedthait would convert farmland to
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non-agricultural uses, thus, affecting land useglgolicies, or regulations. Land use
and other planning considerations are determinelddat governments and no land use
or planning requirements will be altered by thepmsed project.

The impacts to agricultural resources from the taoton and operation of the new
power plant, EPRS or biosolids processing faciwil be analyzed in the appropriate
CEQA document prepared by the appropriate leadcygelm the event that other public
agencies do not assume CEQA responsibility, SCAQMIDMIt process procedures
would ensure such projects would be analyzed foQ&E&pplicability. SCAQMD is
typically a responsible agency and before actionkmataken on the air quality permits
for energy or biosolids projects, the SCAQMD hasidwe a certified CEQA document
from the appropriate lead agency, which is usuakkyCEC, CPUC or other appropriate
agencies with primary discretionary approval authiorover the project. So,
environmental impacts would typically already hédween analyzed and disclosed in
accordance with CEQA requirements. Thus, sigmtiealverse project-specific impacts
to agriculture resources are not expected from RA69.1 and PRR 1315. Since there
are no significant adverse project-specific impacts mitigation measures are required.
Potential indirect agricultural impacts from sitingpnstructing and operating eligible
facilities are identified in Chapter 5.

Biological Resources

Implementation of the proposed amendments willaaatse project-specific impacts to
sensitive habitats of plants or animals becauseg ftiie not specifically require
acquisition of or construction on open space aredse overall intent of the proposed
program including potential future amendments tovalaccess into an ERC program to
offset emissions from new EGFs, EPRSs and biosgidsessing. In some cases a
mitigation fee will be required which will be uséal fund emission reduction programs
In an attempt to mitigate the potential adverseachn air quality. While PAR 1309.1
will have no direct impacts that could adverselfeetf plant or animal species or the
habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD'’s juristilbn, any proposed projects that
require an air quality permit for an emission seulacated in a new facility would be
reviewed for CEQA applicability by the appropridéad agency. Therefore, potential
adverse impacts to biological resources associaithicthe construction of a new facility
would be analyzed and mitigated as necessary pursu&EQA by the appropriate lead
agency. In the event that other public agenciesatoassume CEQA responsibility,
SCAQMD permit process procedures would ensure pugjects would be analyzed for
CEQA applicability. SCAQMD is typically a respohk agency and before action can
be taken on the air quality permits for EPRS osbiidls projects, the SCAQMD has to
have a certified CEQA document from the appropriedéel agency, which is usually the
CEC, CPUC or other appropriate agencies with piyndgcretionary approval authority
over the project. So, environmental impacts waydcally already have been analyzed
and disclosed in accordance with CEQA requiremdpfsR 1309.1 does not require
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acquisition of additional land or further conversoof riparian habitats or sensitive
natural communities where endangered or sensipigeigs may be found.

Potential adverse project-specific impacts to mtei® wetlands associated with the
construction of a new facility would be analyzedi anitigated as necessary pursuant to
CEQA by the appropriate lead agency. Furtheratiteof accessing the Priority Reserve
will not require or compel eligible facilities toirdctly remove, fill or interrupt any
hydrological system or have an adverse effect omerfdly protected wetlands.
Similarly, the potential for disposal or accidentgkeases of materials that could occur in
areas that harbor federally protected wetlandsfinetl by 8404 of the Clean Water Act
are expected to have been analyzed by the appmgead agency. The proposed
project is not expected to create new or make auobatly worse biological resources
Impacts already evaluated for affected projects.

There are no provisions in the proposed amendedthalt would adversely affect land
use plans, local policies or ordinances, or reguiat Land use and other planning
considerations are determined by local governmami no land use or planning
requirements will be altered by the proposed ptojgerojects eligible under the Rule
1309.1 amendments would continue to comply withallo@and use requirements.
Proposed amended Rule 1309.1 would not affect ynveay habitat conservation or
natural community conservation plans, agricultweslources or operations, and would
not create divisions in any existing communities.

Thus, PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315 will have no progpekific effects on biological

resources. Since there is no effect on biologieaburces, there will be no significant
adverse project-specific impacts and, thus, no gatitbn measures are required.
Potential indirect biological impacts from sitingpnstructing and operating eligible
facilities are identified in Chapter 5.

Cultural Resources

There are existing laws in place that are desigiegrotect and mitigate potential
impacts to cultural resources. Any proposed ptsj#tat require an air quality permit
for an emission source located in a new facilityuldobe reviewed for CEQA

applicability by the appropriate lead agency. Efme, potential adverse project-
specific impacts to cultural resources associatigl te construction of a new facility

would be analyzed and mitigated as necessary mirsn&EQA by the appropriate lead
agency. In the event that other public agencies@oassume CEQA responsibility,
SCAQMD permit process procedures would ensure pugjects would be analyzed for
CEQA applicability. SCAQMD is typically a respohi agency and before action can
be taken on the air quality permits for EPRS osblls projects, the SCAQMD has to
have a certified CEQA document from the approprieéel agency, which is usually the
CEC, CPUC or other appropriate agencies with piynd@scretionary approval authority
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over the project. So, environmental impacts wdypically already have been analyzed
and disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements.

The proposed revisions to Rule 1309.1 are, thezefoot anticipated to result in any
activities, or promote any programs that could tereeew or make substantially worse
significant adverse project-specific impact on axat resources in the district. As a
result, the proposed project has no potential tase€aa substantial adverse project-
specific changes to historical or archaeologicaloveces, directly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geoldgiature, or disturb any human
remains, including those interred outside formaheteries.

Thus, significant adverse project-specific impdotgultural resources are not expected
from PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315. Since there aregmifisant adverse project-specific
impacts, no mitigation measures are required. rfiateindirect cultural impacts from
siting, constructing and operating eligible faci# are identified in Chapter 5.

Energy

The proposed amendments are not expected to donftit energy conservation plans,
use non-renewable resources in a wasteful mannaegsolt in the need for new or
substantially altered power or natural gas systei@s. the contrary, the result of the
PAR 1309.1 will assist in providing new source®nérgy to the local region. Allowing
the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for eligible pctgeas proposed in the amendments to
Rule 1309.1, would result in a direct benefit te tiew energy resources by providing
access to ERCs that would not otherwise be availabhus, allowing proposed new
affected facilities to comply with NSR offset reqements.

It is expected that potential adverse impacts terggn resources associated with the
construction and operation of a new facility woudé analyzed and mitigated as
necessary pursuant to CEQA by the appropriatedgadcy. Nevertheless, in the event
that other public agencies do not assume CEQA nresipiity, SCAQMD permit
process procedures would ensure such projects wbeldanalyzed for CEQA
applicability. SCAQMD is typically a responsiblgency and before action can be taken
on the air quality permits for energy or biosolm®sjects, the SCAQMD has to have a
certified CEQA document from the appropriate legdrecy, which is usually the CEC,
CPUC or other appropriate agencies with primargreigonary approval authority over
the project. So, environmental impacts would tgfpycalready have been analyzed and
disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements.

Thus, significant adverse project-specific impaotgnergy are not expected from PAR
1309.1 and PRR 1315. Since there are no signifi@dverse project-specific impacts,
no mitigation measures are required. Potentialrect energy impacts from siting,

constructing and operating eligible facilities aentified in Chapter 5.
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Geology and Soils

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for digi projects, as proposed in the
current and future amendments to Rule 1309.1, wbakk no direct project-specific
impact on geological resources. Each new powertga EPRS would be required to
undergo an appropriate CEQA analysis by the ap@plead agency. Therefore, it is
expected that potential geological impacts assediatith the siting of a new facility
(e.g. physical change to the environment, disraptio overcovering of soil, changes in
topography or surface relief features, the erosibheach sand, or a change in existing
siltation rates) would be analyzed and mitigatechexsessary pursuant to CEQA by the
appropriate lead agency. In addition, the propgsegect is not expected to expose
people or property to geological hazards such athaeakes, landslides, mudslides,
ground failure, or other natural hazards.

In the event that other public agencies do notrassGEQA responsibility, SCAQMD
permit process procedures would ensure such psojectlld be analyzed for CEQA
applicability. SCAQMD is typically a responsiblgency and before action can be
taken on the air quality permits for energy or blms projects, the SCAQMD has to
have a certified CEQA document from the appropriesel agency, which is usually the
CEC, CPUC or other appropriate agencies with piyna@scretionary approval authority
over the project. So, environmental impacts wdyically already have been analyzed
and disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements.

Thus, significant adverse project-specific impdotgeology and soils are not expected
from PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315. Since there aregmifisant adverse project-specific
Impacts, no mitigation measures are required. rféiatendirect geological impacts from
siting, constructing and operating eligible faci# are identified in Chapter 5.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for EE@RRS and biosolids projects, as
proposed in the current and future amendments e R809.1, does not require an
increased transport, storage, or use of hazardaterials and, therefore, would have no
direct project-specific hazards or hazardous naltenimpacts. It is expected that
potential hazards impacts associated with the tiparaf a new facility (e.g. routine
transport, use, disposal of hazardous materialsf @azardous emissions; handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials; effeicthieo project on local public and
private airports; and effects on business emergemcgmergency evacuation plans)
would already have been analyzed and mitigateceasssary pursuant to CEQA by the
appropriate lead agency.

Additionally, the Uniform Fire Code and Uniform Bding Code set standards intended
to minimize risks from flammable or otherwise haltars materials. Local jurisdictions
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are required to adopt the uniform codes or companagulations. Local fire agencies
require permits for the use or storage of hazardoaterials and permit modifications
for proposed increases in their use. Permit cammditdepend on the type and quantity of
the hazardous materials at the facility. Permmditions may include, but are not
limited to, specifications for sprinkler systemdeatrical systems, ventilation, and
containment. The fire departments make annual nkssi inspections to ensure
compliance with permit conditions and other appiatpr regulations. Consequently,
local fire departments ensure that adequate peramtlitions are in place to protect
against potential risk of upset from the use ofahdaus materials.

Thus, significant adverse project-specific impdothazards and hazardous materials are
not expected from PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315. Sineeetare no significant adverse
project-specific impacts, no mitigation measures raquired. Potential indirect hazard
impacts from siting, constructing and operatinggible facilities are identified in
Chapter 5.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for E@RRS and biosolids projects, as
proposed in the current and future amendments te RB09.1, would have no direct
project-specific impact on hydrology. It is expsttthat potential adverse hydrology
and water quality impacts associated with the cooson and operation of the new
power plant, energy project or biosolids procesd$aulity (e.g. increased demand for
water or cause a degradation of water quality) W@duk analyzed and mitigated as
necessary pursuant to CEQA by the appropriate éggohcy. In the event that other
public agencies do not assume CEQA responsibi8@CAQMD permit process
procedures would ensure such projects would beyaeadlfor CEQA applicability.
SCAQMD is typically a responsible agency and befacdon can be taken on the air
quality permits for energy or biosolids projectse tSCAQMD has to have a certified
CEQA document from the appropriate lead agencychvig usually the CEC, CPUC or
other appropriate agencies with primary discretipnapproval authority over the
project. So, environmental impacts would typicadllyeady have been analyzed and
disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements.

Thus, significant adverse project-specific impdothydrology and water quality are not
expected to occur from implementing PAR 1309.1 BRR 1315. Since there are no
significant adverse project-specific impacts, notigation measures are required.
Potential indirect hydrology and water quality imfgafrom siting, constructing and
operating eligible facilities are identified in Gitar 5.
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Land Use and Planning

There are no provisions in the proposed amendnikatswvould affect land use plans,
policies, or regulations. Land use and other plapigonsiderations are determined by
local governments and no land use or planning rements will be altered by allowing
sources to use Priority Reserve offset ERCs. Rteseplanned land uses in the region
will not be affected as a result of the proposeéraments. Permitted facilities will still
be required to comply with local land use requiretae

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for E@RRS and biosolids projects, as
proposed in the current and future amendments te B809.1, would have no direct
project-specific impact on land use and plannifitpe impacts to land use and planning
from the construction and operation of the new powpwkant, EPRS or biosolids

processing facility will be analyzed in the apptiapr CEQA document prepared by the
appropriate lead agency.

Based on the above consideration, significant agveroject-specific impacts to land
use and planning are not expected from PAR 1308d1P&RR 1315. Since there are no
significant adverse project-specific impacts, notigation measures are required.
Potential indirect land use and planning impaasfsiting, constructing and operating
eligible facilities are identified in Chapter 5.

Mineral Resources

There are no provisions in the proposed amendntaatswould directly result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resourcevafue to the region and the residents
of the state, or of a locally-important mineralaesce recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for E@RRS and biosolids projects, as
proposed in the current and future amendments te RB09.1, would have no direct
project-specific impact on mineral resources. ifhgacts to mineral resources from the
construction and operation of the new power plERIRS or biosolids processing facility
will be analyzed in the appropriate CEQA documemgppred by the appropriate lead
agency.

Based on the above consideration, significant agvegroject-specific impacts to

mineral resources are not expected from PAR 139d1PRR 1315. Since there are no
significant adverse project-specific impacts, notigation measures are required.
Potential indirect mineral resources impacts fratmg, constructing and operating

eligible facilities are identified in Chapter 5.
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Noise

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for newhlgible projects, as proposed in

the current and future amendments to Rule 130%iijdvhave no direct project-specific

noise impacts since the proposed project has nagmwas that directly require noise-

producing equipment or otherwise generate noises expected that noise impacts from
the construction and operation of the new powentplePRS or biosolids processing
facility will be analyzed in the appropriate CEQAatiment prepared by the appropriate
lead agency.

SCAQMD is typically a responsible agency and befacgon can be taken on the air
guality permits for EPRS or biosolids projects, ®€AQMD has to have a certified

CEQA document from the appropriate lead agencychvig usually the CEC, CPUC or

other appropriate agencies with primary discretipnapproval authority over the

project. So, environmental impacts would typicadllyeady have been analyzed and
disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements.

Based on the above considerations and the factfalaities must comply with local

noise ordinances and OSHA regulations, significadverse project-specific noise
impacts are not expected from PAR 1309.1 and PRE5.13Since there are no
significant adverse project-specific impacts, notigation measures are required.
Potential indirect noise impacts from siting, consting and operating eligible facilities
are identified in Chapter 5.

Population and Housing

There are no provisions in the proposed amendntbatsalter land use decisions or
would directly result in the creation of new indiss that would affect population
growth or induce the construction of single- or tiplé-family units. The proposed
amendments are not expected to appreciably affepioyment opportunities, so no
population relocation or growth inducement is exeeécfrom the proposed project’s
implementation. It is expected that population &odsing impacts from the siting of
the new power plant, EPRS or biosolids processauliy will be analyzed in the

appropriate CEQA document prepared by the appriepead agency.

Nevertheless, in the event that other public aggsndo not assume CEQA responsibility,
SCAQMD permit process procedures would ensure pugjects would be analyzed for
CEQA applicability. Therefore, potential adversepplation and housing impacts
associated with a new facility would be analyzed amtigated as necessary pursuant to
CEQA by the appropriate lead agency. SCAQMD iscity a responsible agency and
before action can be taken on the air quality pesrfior energy projects, the SCAQMD
has to have a certified CEQA document from the ayppate lead agency, which is
usually the CEC, CPUC or other appropriate agenwiél primary discretionary
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approval authority over the project. So, environtakimpacts would typically already
have been analyzed and disclosed in accordanceQE@QA requirements.

Based on the above considerations, significant radveroject-specific impacts to

population and housing are not expected from PABO1Band PRR 1315. Since there
are no significant adverse project-specific impaats mitigation measures are required.
Potential indirect population and housing impaote siting, constructing and operating
eligible facilities are identified in Chapter 5.

Public Services

As shown by the responses to the other checkistspthe proposed project does not
have any requirements that would directly resuladverse effects to public services.
The proposal would not result in the need for newploysically altered government

facilities in order to maintain acceptable servicios, response times or other
performance objectives. It is expected that paerdverse public service impacts

associated with the construction and operation méwa power plant, EPRS or biosolids
processing facility would be analyzed and mitigadsdhecessary pursuant to CEQA by
the appropriate lead agency.

Nevertheless, in the event that other public agendo not assume CEQA responsibility,
SCAQMD permit process procedures would ensure pugjects would be analyzed for
CEQA applicability. Therefore, in the event th#éiher public agencies do not assume
CEQA responsibility, SCAQMD permit process procesuwould ensure such projects
would be analyzed for CEQA applicability. SCAQM®typically a responsible agency
and before action can be taken on the air qual@égmis for energy projects, the
SCAQMD has to have a certified CEQA document frédra &ppropriate lead agency,
which is usually the CEC, CPUC or other appropri@gencies with primary
discretionary approval authority over the projecdo, environmental impacts would
typically already have been analyzed and disclosedaccordance with CEQA
requirements.

Based on the above considerations, significantradveroject-specific impacts to public
services are not expected from PAR 1309.1 and PBE5.1 Since there are no
significant adverse project-specific impacts, notigation measures are required.
Potential indirect public services impacts froningif constructing and operating eligible
facilities are identified in Chapter 5.

Recreation

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for newlgible projects, as proposed in
the amendments to Rule 1309.1, would have no pomgshat would directly increase
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the use of existing neighborhood and regional parksther recreational facilities or
include recreational facilities or require the domstion or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse project-dpephysical effect on the environment.
It is expected that potential recreation impaatenfthe construction and operation of the
new power plant, EPRS or biosolids processing ifgcivill be analyzed in the
appropriate CEQA document prepared by the appriaplead agency. In the event that
other public agencies do not assume CEQA respdibgitbCAQMD permit process
procedures would ensure such projects would beyaedlfor CEQA applicability.
SCAQMD is typically a responsible agency and befacdon can be taken on the air
guality permits for energy or biosolids projectse tISCAQMD has to have a certified
CEQA document from the appropriate lead agencychvig usually the CEC, CPUC or
other appropriate agencies with primary discretipnapproval authority over the
project. So, environmental impacts would typicallyeady have been analyzed and
disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements.

Thus, significant adverse project-specific impactgecreation are not expected from
PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315. Since there are no gignif adverse project-specific
impacts, no mitigation measures are required. rliatandirect recreation impacts from
siting, constructing and operating eligible faci# are identified in Chapter 5.

Solid /Hazardous Waste

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for EERRS and biosolids projects, as
proposed in the current and future amendments tie RG09.1, would have no
provisions in the proposed amendments that woulkettly increase the volume of solid
or hazardous waste generation, require additiorzatevdisposal capacity, or generate
waste that does not meet applicable local, statederal regulations. It is expected that
the project-specific solid/hazardous waste imp&om the construction and operation
of the new EGFs, EPRS or biosolids processing ifigsil will be analyzed in the
appropriate CEQA document prepared by the apprepead agency.

In the event that other public agencies do notrassGEQA responsibility, SCAQMD
permit process procedures would ensure such psojgotld be analyzed for CEQA
applicability. SCAQMD is typically a responsiblgency and before action can be taken
on the air quality permits for EPRS or biosolidsjpcts, the SCAQMD has to have a
certified CEQA document from the appropriate legdrecy, which is usually the CEC,
CPUC or other appropriate agencies with primargreigonary approval authority over
the project. So, environmental impacts would tgfpycalready have been analyzed and
disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements.

Based on the above considerations, significant radveroject-specific impacts to
solid/hazardous waste are not expected from PAR.138d PRR 1315. Since there
are no significant adverse project-specific impaasts mitigation measures are required.
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Potential indirect solid and hazardous waste ingpdoim siting, constructing and
operating eligible facilities are identified in Gitar 5.

Transportation/Traffic

Allowing the use of Priority Reserve ERCs for dbigi projects, as proposed in the
amendments to Rule 1309.1, would have no provisiotize proposed amendments that
would directly increase worker commute trips, raat@nial or finished product transport
trips, adversely affect parking, or conflict withdapted policies associated with
alternative transportation. It is expected tha tmpacts on transportation from the
construction and operation of the new EGF, EPRS lindolids projects will be
analyzed in the appropriate CEQA document prephyethe appropriate lead agency.
In the event that other public agencies do notrassGEQA responsibility, SCAQMD
permit process procedures would ensure such psojotld be analyzed for CEQA
applicability. SCAQMD is typically a responsiblgency and before action can be taken
on the air quality permits for energy or biosolm®sjects, the SCAQMD has to have a
certified CEQA document from the appropriate legdrecy, which is usually the CEC,
CPUC or other appropriate agencies with primargreisonary approval authority over
the project. So, environmental impacts would tgfyycalready have been analyzed and
disclosed in accordance with CEQA requirements.

Based on the above considerations, significant radveroject-specific impacts to
transportation/circulation are not expected fronRP¥309.1 and PRR 1315. Since there
are no significant adverse project-specific impaats mitigation measures are required.
Potential indirect transportation and traffic imfgadrom siting, constructing and
operating eligible facilities are identified in Gitar 5.

CONSISTENCY

The Southern California Association of Governmd@®€AG) and the SCAQMD have
developed, with input from representatives of loggbvernment, the industry
community, public health agencies, the U.S.EPA gi&e IX and the California ARB,
guidance on how to assess consistency within tistirx general development planning
process in the Basin. Pursuant to the developraedt adoption of its Regional
Comprehensive Plan Guide (RCPG), SCAG has develapedintergovernmental
Review Procedures Handbook (June 1, 1995). The(@WA also adopted criteria for
assessing consistency with regional plans and QMR in its CEQA Air Quality
Handbook. The following sections address consistdretween PAR 1309.1 and PRR
1315 and relevant regional plans pursuant to th&d&@@andbook and SCAQMD
Handbook.
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Consistency with Regional Comprehensive Plan and @le (RCPG) Policies

The RCPG provides the primary reference for SCA@Gject review activity. The
RCPG serves as a regional framework for decisiokimgafor the growth and change
that is anticipated during the next 20 years angbbeé. The Growth Management
Chapter (GMC) of the RCPG contains population, mmysand jobs forecasts, which are
adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council and that reflecal plans and policies, shall be
used by SCAG in all phases of implementation amieve It states that the overall
goals for the region are to (1) re-invigorate thgion’s economy, (2) avoid social and
economic inequities and the geographical isolatibcommunities, and (3) maintain the
region’s quality of life.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) tolmprove the Regional
Standard of Living

The Growth Management goals are to develop urbamsdhat enable individuals to
spend less income on housing cost, that minimizdigpand private development costs,
and that enable firms to be more competitive, giitean the regional strategic goal to
stimulate the regional economy. PAR 1309.1 and RRE5 in relation to the GMC
would not interfere with the achievement of suclalgonor would it interfere with any
powers exercised by local land use agencies. PAB9.1, in particular, would
contribute to the GMC'’s goal of improving the reggd standard of living by potentially
adding increased electric generating capacity enftture, thus, reducing the possibility
of future shortages of electricity and rolling #aats. PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315 will
not interfere with efforts to minimize red tape aexjpedite the permitting process to
maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) toProvide Social,
Political and Cultural Equity

The Growth Management goals to develop urban fdhasavoid economic and social
polarization promotes the regional strategic gadlsinimizing social and geographic
disparities and of reaching equity among all segmen society. Consistent with the
Growth Management goals, local jurisdictions, ergpte and service agencies should
provide adequate training and retraining of workarsd prepare the labor force to meet
the challenges of the regional economy. Growth Man@ent goals also include
encouraging employment development in job-poor litea through support of labor
force retraining programs and other economic deyreknt measures. Local
jurisdictions and other service providers are raspme for developing sustainable
communities and provide, equally to all membersatiety, accessible and effective
services such as: public education, housing, hezdtle, social services, recreational
facilities, law enforcement, and fire protectiofmplementing PAR 1309.1 and PRR
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1315 is not expected to interfere with the goalprofviding social, political and cultural
equity.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) tolmprove the Regional
Quiality of Life

The Growth Management goals also include attaimnudpility and clean air goals and
developing urban forms that enhance quality of, ldecommodate a diversity of life
styles, preserve open space and natural resoareeagsthetically pleasing, preserve the
character of communities, and enhance the registnategic goal of maintaining the
regional quality of life. The RCPG encourages p&hdevelopment in locations least
likely to cause environmental impacts, as well appsrts the protection of vital
resources such as wetlands, groundwater rechaeges,avoodlands, production lands,
and land containing unique and endangered plamtsaaimals. While encouraging the
implementation of measures aimed at the preservatra protection of recorded and
unrecorded cultural resources and archaeologites, ghe plan discourages development
in areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood andmsie hazards, unless complying with
special design requirements. Finally, the planoareges mitigation measures that
reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimepkeservation of biological and
ecological resources, measures that would redusesexe to seismic hazards, minimize
earthquake damage, and develop emergency respodsecvery plans. PAR 1309.1
and PRR 1315 in relation to the GMC is not expettethterfere with attaining these
goals. PAR 1309.1, in particular, would contribitethe regional qualities of life
because it would allow operators of EGFs to compithh Rules 1303 and 2005 offset
requirements, which may allow EGFs to be built elasthe areas they will serve.

Consistency with Regional Mobility Element (RMP) amnl Congestion
Management Plan (CMP)

PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315 is consistent with the RIM&® CMP since no significant

adverse impact to transportation/circulation w#isult from allowing access to the
PM10, SOx, CO and VOC Priority Reserve account8R R309.1 and PRR 1315 will

simply provide greater options for facilities th&iguire credits to comply with NSR

requirements. PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315 do not daaisgportation impacts but rather
the eligible facilities may implement projects thebuld increase traffic, worker

commute trips, raw material or finished produchsort trips or result in inadequate
parking capacity. If the facility is new, the peof would likely be required to undergo a
siting review with CEC, or zone/ordinance changéh the local cities or counties, and
thus subject to a CEQA analysis by the public agevith general land use authority. If
the facility is existing, the power generating guuent would either be located in an
existing established facility or evaluated for CE@gplicability.
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OTHER CEQA TOPICS

Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines 815126(c) requires an environmemtiahlysis to consider "any
significant irreversible environmental changes whigould be involved if the proposed
action should be implemented.” The Initial Studentified air quality as a potential
impact area.

The access to the PM10, SOx, CO and VOC PriorityeRe is temporary until 2008.
The credits removed from the Priority Reserve haleady been generated through
shutdowns, etc., in the past, and the facilitieseasing those accounts will have to pay a
mitigation fee for each pound of pollutant obtaitiexn the Priority Reserve. The intent
of the mitigation fee is to fund future clean aiojects and emission reduction programs.
Also, by allowing EGFs access to the Priority Reserccounts to construct and operate
new power plants, the region would be able to awmthg high-polluting standby
emergency diesel fired electric power generatargli@ctrical power generation.

As can be seen by the information presented in Dinest PEA, the proposed project
would result in significant air quality impacts digethe transfer of credits to the Priority
Reserve for use by eligible facilities which wilkeate irreversible environmental
changes or irretrievable commitment of resourcédthough the rule will require a
mitigation fee to recover the credits, there is gumrantee that they will be fully
recovered. No other significant adverse envirortalempacts were identified.

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines 815126(d) requires an environmeramahlysis to consider the
"growth-inducing impact of the proposed actionmplementing PAR 1309.1 and PRR
1315 will not have direct or indirect growth-indaogi impacts because potential future
energy crises in California would be expected touocas a result of future growth
unrelated to the proposed project, resulting in ainfor electricity that exceeds the
supply. The proposed project is a means of inargasupplies to match increasing
demand and avoid or minimize rolling blackouts. nc&i the access to the Priority
Reserve is short-term, until December 31, 2008gtiygble facilities will not contribute
additional electricity supplies until year 2007la earliest, and beyond when the power
plant projects go online. Until then, the eleatyicdemand is expected to exceed the
supply. After 2008, the proposed project will assh narrowing the gap between
electricity supply and demand.
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INTRODUCTION

Prior to adoption of Rule 1309.1 in September 2@jfHonents of the rule asserted
that amending Rule 1309.1 to allow EGFs acceshddPriority Reserve will allow
construction and operation of these facilities,ahmight not otherwise occur in the
absence of the amendments. As a result, oppomdaiteed that the SCAQMD
should evaluate the indirect effects of operating eonstructing these facilities, even
though the SCAQMD has no approval authority oveséhprojects and is not the
lead agency relative to preparing the CEQA docunaerdlyzing environmental
impacts of affected facilities.

To respond to this comment, the SCAQMD has perfdrenditerature search for the
CEQA documents for the known EGFs that are theestilgf the currently proposed
amendments and for EPRS and publicly-owned bicsdteatment facilities projects
that may be the subject of future proposed amentmerSCAQMD staff has
summarized the impacts, mitigation measures andlgsions from these projects
(see Appendix D), which serve as an analysis afmil indirect impacts of projects
that are part of the currently proposed amendm@@s-s) and projects that may be
subject to future proposed amendments (EPRS asdllae treatment facilities).

CEQA Guidelines 815064(d)(2) state that an indirpbtysical change in the
environment is a physical change which is not imiatety related to the project, but
which is caused indirectly by the project. If aedi physical change in the
environment in turn causes another change in thiecement, then the other change
is an indirect change in the environment. CEQAdB8lines §815358(a)(2) adds that
indirect or secondary effects may include growtthdicing effects and other effects
related to induced changes in the pattern of lsseJ population density, or growth
rate, and related effects on air and water androtiaural systems, including
ecosystems.

POTENTIAL INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

This chapter briefly summarizes the known environtakimpact information from
previously prepared CEQA analyses of potential rextti adverse environmental
impacts from the siting, construction and operatdnEGFs, EPRS and biosolid
treatment facilities that may be allowed accesthéoPriority Reserve as part of the
currently proposed project and potential futureppsed amendments. The detailed
information on the potential impacts identified dafound Appendix D. Table 5-1
provides a list of eligible facilities or types &dcilities that may potentially be
allowed access to Rule 1309.1’s Priority reserve &hose environmental impacts,
etc., have been summarized in this chapter.
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Table 5-2 provides a brief summary of the signiia conclusions relative to each
environmental topf® analyzed in the CEQA document for each projeattiéied in
Table 5-1.

Due to the large volume of information, the speciinitigation measures are not
included in this chapter but, can be found in AgperD. Appendix D has been
organized into 10 sections, with each section del/dd a single affected facility
project.

TABLE 5-1
Eligible Facilities Previously Evaluated for Envwmental Impacts

Eligible Facility Appendix D Section #
AES Highgrove D1
Cabirillo Port D2
El Segundo Repower D3
Nursery Products D4
Riverside Energy D5
SES Long Beach D6
Sun Valley D7
City of Vernon Power Plant D8
City of Victorville Power Plant D9
Walnut Creek D10

The individual CEQA documents for each project addrcumulative impacts as
required by CEQA and as indicated in the tablefppendix D. For the EGF

projects in particular, the CEC identifies a cumiuaimpacts area for each project
with a radius ranging typically from approximatsiy to eight miles from the project

site. Because of the distance between facilisssshown in Figure 2-2, with the
exception of regional air quality impacts, it isti&ely that the cumulative impact

regions for the individual facilities would overlapn any event, for the purposes of
this indirect impacts analysis relative to cumwatimpacts, the SCAQMD is relying

on the cumulative impacts conclusions reacheddch eroject that are stated in the
individual CEQA documents.

2 The environmental topics evaluated in the CEQAudeents for each project are not always consistetiden
the different projects. For example, in the Sufié¥aProject CEQA document soil impacts analysis is
addressed under the “Agricultural Resources” toplegreas in the Walnut Creek Project CEQA docurtient
soils impacts analysis is addressed under the “WReisources and Hydrology” topic. Although SCAQMiaff
has attempted to standardize environmental topiasathe tables typically summarize impacts as déney
presented in the CEQA documents.
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TABLE 5-2
Indirect Environmental Impacts from Known Eligi#tacilities

Environmental AES Cabirillo Port | El Segundo Nursery Riverside SES Long Sun Valley City of City of Walnut
Impact Area Highgrove Repower Products Energy Beach Vernon Victorville Creek
Aesthetics Less than Significant Mitigated to Less than Not Less than Less than Less than Less than Mitigated to
(Visual significant less than significant evaluated in| significant significant significant significant less than
Resources) - significant document significant
Construction
Aesthetics Less than Significant Mitigated to Less than Not Less than Less than Less than Less than Mitigated to
(Visual significant less than significant evaluated in| significant significant significant significant less than
Resources) - significant document significant
Operation
Agricultural Mitigated to Not Not Less than Not Not Not Mitigated to | Mitigated to Not
(and Soil) less than evaluated in | evaluated in| significant evaluated in | evaluated in | identified in less than less than identified in
Resources - significant document document document document document significant significant document
Construction
Agricultural Less than Not Less than Less than Not Not Not Less than Mitigated to Less than
(and Soil) significant evaluated in | significant significant evaluated in | evaluated in | identified in significant less than significant
Resources - document document document document significant
Operation
Air Quality - Mitigated to | Significant Significant Less than | Mitigated to | Significant Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to
Construction less than significant less than less than less than less than less than
significant significant significant significant significant significant
Air Quality - Mitigated to Significant Significant Significant Mitigated tq  Significant Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to
Operation less than less than less than less than less than less than
significant significant significant significant significant significant
Biological Mitigated to Significant Less than Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than
Resources — less than significant significant less than significant less than significant less than significant
Construction significant significant significant significant
Biological Less than Significant Significant Less than Not Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than
Resources - significant significant identified in significant less than significant less than significant
Operation document significant significant
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TABLE 5-2 (CONTINUED)
Indirect Environmental Impacts from Known Eligil#tacilities

Environmental AES Cabrillo Port | El Segundo Nursery Riverside SES Long Sun Valley City of City of Walnut
Impact Area Highgrove Repower Products Energy Beach Vernon Victorville Creek
Cultural Mitigated to Less than Less than Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than Less than Mitigated to
Resources and  less than significant significant significant less than significant less than significant significant less than
Paleontology -| significant significant significant significant
Construction
Cultural Not Less than Not Less than Not Less than Less than Less than Less than Mitigated to
Resources and identified in significant identified in significant identified in significant significant significant significant less than
Paleontology -| document document document significant
Operation
Energy Not Less than Not Not Not Not Not Not Not Not
evaluated in| significant evaluated in | evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluatedin| evaluated in| evaluated in
document document document document document document document document document
Geology - Mitigated to Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Mitigated to
Construction less than significant significant significant significant significant significant significant significant less than
significant significant
Geology - Not Less than Less than Less than Not Less than Mitigated to Less than Less than Mitigated to
Operation evaluated in| significant significant significant identified in significant less than significant significant less than
document document significant significant
Hazards and Mitigated to Less than Less than Less than Not Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to Less than
Hazardous less than significant significant significant identified in less than less than less than less than significant
Materials - significant (Significant document significant significant significant significant
Construction public safety)
Hazards and Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to
Hazardous less than significant less than significant less than less than less than less than less than less than
Materials — significant (Significant significant significant significant significant significant significant significant
Operation public safety)
Hydrology and| Mitigated to | Significant Mitigated to Less than Not Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to
Water Quality less than less than significant identified in less than less than less than less than less than
- Construction | significant significant document significant significant significant significant significant
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TABLE 5-2 (CONTINUED)
Indirect Environmental Impacts from Known Eligi#tacilities

Environmental AES Cabrillo Port | El Segundo Nursery Riverside SES Long Sun Valley City of City of Walnut
Impact Area Highgrove Repower Products Energy Beach Vernon Victorville Creek
Hydrology and| Mitigated to Significant Mitigated to Less than Less than Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to
Water Quality less than less than significant significant less than less than less than less than less than
- Operation significant significant significant significant significant significant significant
Land Use and Not Less than Less than Less than Not Less than Not No impact Less than Not
Planning - identified in significant significant significant identified in significant identified in significant identified in
Construction document document document document
Land Use and | No impact Less than Less than Less than No impact Less than Less than No impact Less than | Mitigated to
Planning - significant significant significant significant significant significant less than
Operation significant
Mineral Not Less than Not Not Not Not Not Not Not Not
Resources evaluated in| significant evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in
document document document document document document document document document
Noise - Mitigated to | Significant Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to | Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to
Construction less than less than significant less than significant less than less than significant less than
significant significant significant significant significant significant
Noise - Mitigated to | Significant Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to | Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to
Operation less than less than significant less than significant less than less than significant less than
significant significant significant significant significant significant
Population/ Not Not Not Less than Not Less than Not Not Less than Not
Housing evaluated in | evaluated in| evaluatedin| significant evaluated in| significant evaluated in | evaluated in| significant evaluated in
document document document document document document document
Public Not Not Less than Less than Not Less than Not Not Less than Not
Services — evaluated in | evaluated in| significant significant evaluated in| significant evaluated in | evaluated in| significant evaluated in
Construction document document document document document document
Public Not Not Less than Less than Not Less than Not Not Less than Not
Services - evaluated in | evaluated in| significant significant evaluated in| significant evaluated in | evaluated in| significant evaluated in
Operation document document document document document document
Recreation - Not Less than Not Less than Not Not Not Not Not Not
Construction evaluated in | significant evaluated in | significant evaluated in | evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in
document document document document document document document document
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TABLE 5-2 (CONCLUDED)
Indirect Environmental Impacts from Known Eligi#tacilities

Environmental AES Cabrillo Port | El Segundo Nursery Riverside SES Long Sun Valley City of City of Walnut
Impact Area Highgrove Repower Products Energy Beach Vernon Victorville Creek
Recreation - Not Significant Not Less than Not Not Not Not Not Not
Operational evaluated in evaluated in| significant evaluated in | evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in| evaluated in
document document document document document document document document
Solid/ Mitigated to Not Mitigated to Not Mitigated to Less than | Mitigated to Less than | Mitigated to | Mitigated to
Hazardous less than evaluated in less than evaluated in less than significant less than significant less than less than
Waste — significant document significant document significant significant significant significant
Construction
Solid/ Mitigated to Not Mitigated to Not Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to | Mitigated to
Hazardous less than evaluated in less than evaluated in less than significant less than significant less than less than
Waste - significant document significant document significant significant significant significant
Operation
Traffic Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to | Mitigated to Less than Mitigated to
Impacts - less than significant less than significant less than less than less than less than significant less than
Construction significant significant significant significant significant significant significant
Traffic Less than Less than | Mitigated to Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than
Impacts - significant significant less than significant significant significant significant significant significant significant
Operation significant
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Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change:

With the passage of AB 32, attention is increagingicusing on global climate
change (GCC) and GHG emissions, not only from ggsmobile and stationary
sources, but from new sources as well. Some emwviemtal groups are now
requesting that environmental analyses for larggoral projects also include an
analysis of GCC and GHG impacts. This section $esuon calculating GHG
emissions primarily from EGFs because the envirartaledocuments being relied
upon for the analysis of indirect impacts summarizethis chapter and Appendix D,
either do not evaluate GHG emissions or qualititisedress them.

This section also provides background information@CC and GHG legislative

history and the state of the science regardingethmsics. The overarching theme of
the discussion in this section is that the legigaprocess in California relative to
GHGs is in the early stages and that the scierttiits to evaluate GCC and GHG
impacts from individual projects are limited. Neteless, SCAQMD staff has

evaluated GHG impacts from most of the project®disn Table 5-3 to the extent
information about the projects is available andhuodblogies and emission factors
have been established.

While GHG can be estimated, the impacts on glotzaiving and climate change are
indirect, not direct, and the emissions cannot texipely correlated with specific
impacts based on currently available science. Génshange is a worldwide event,
making it difficult to develop the scientific toadsd policy needed to select a CEQA
significance threshold for climate change or gresisle gas emissions. EGF, EPRS
and biosolid projects will be subject to any regjolas developed under AB 32 as
determined by the CARB. As there are currentlyenussion significance thresholds
or other tools available to assess GHG and climhssge impacts, the SCAQMD
does not currently have a “significance threshedddetermine whether a project will
have a significant impact on global warming or @terchange. In the absence of
regulatory guidance, and before the resolutionasfous legal challenges for global
climate change analysis and the selection of aifgignce threshold, SCAQMD
CEQA documents can only address GHG emissions lbasa-by-case basis using
methods and individual judgment based on existiB@& guidance.

Because there are known €@missions from the operation of EGFs and a reaiabl
emission factor to calculate G@missions from EGFs, this analysis estimated the
CO2 emissions projected by the known facilitiegible to access the Priority
Reserve as a result of the proposed project.tdtl sconstructed and operated at the
projected operating levels, the €@missions from each facility’s turbines can be
calculated. Total annual G@missions are 35.4 billion pounds from all thewno
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TABLE 5-3
PAR 1309.1 Indirect GHG Impacts from the Operatbkligible EGFs
Turbine CO2
Unit Turbine Efficiency Emissions Lb Total
Facility No Type MW/hr | (percent) Cycle | Hours/Year (Ibslyear) CO2/MW MW/yr
EME Walnut Creek 1 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 3,468 74,290,244 1,079 346,800
EME Walnut Creek 2 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 3,468 74,290,244 1,079 346,800
EME Walnut Creek 3 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 3,468 74,390,244 1,079 346,800
EME Walnut Creek 4 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 3,468 74,290,244 1,079 346,800
EME Walnut Creek 5 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 3,468 74,290,244 1,079 346,800
EME Sun Valley 1 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 3,468 280,244 1,079 346,800
EME Sun Valley 2 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple| 3,468 280,244 1,079 346,800
EME Sun Valley 3 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple| 3,468 280,244 1,079 346,800
EME Sun Valley 4 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple| 3,468 280,244 1,079 346,800
EME Sun Valley 5 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 3,468 280,244 1,079 346,800
AES Highgrove 1 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,475 890,390 1,079 547,500
AES Highgrove 2 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,475 B90,390 1,079 547,500
AES Highgrove 3 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,475 B90,390 1,079 547,500
CPV Ocaotillo 1 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,000 538446 1,079 500,000
CPV Ocatillo 2 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,000 532,846 1,079 500,000
CPV Ocatillo 3 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,000 532,446 1,079 500,000
CPV Ocatillo 4 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,000 538,446 1,079 500,000
CPV Ocaotillo 5 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,000 538446 1,079 500,000
CPV Ocatillo 6 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,000 532,846 1,079 500,000
CPV Ocatillo 7 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,000 532,846 1,079 500,000
CPV Ocatillo 8 LMS100PA 100 45.1 Simple 5,000 532,846 1,079 500,000
Riverside Energy 1 LM6000 48 42.2 Simple 3,000 086,787 1,153 144,000
Riverside Energy 2 LM6000 48 42.2 Simple 3,000 086,787 1,153 144,000
NRG El Segundo 5,7 F7A2-onl 630 56.5 Combined 8,760 4,754,470,619 862 5,518,800
Vernon VPP 1,2,3 SW3-on-1 943 57 Combined 6,935 ,584563,875 854 6,539,705
BP Carson 1 7FB 500 57.5 Combined 8,000 3,386,686,1 847 4,000,000
Reliant SG Power 1,2 SW2-onl] 656 56.5 Combined 27,79 | 4,403,624,665 862 5,111,552
Palmdale 1 2on1l 500 55 Combined 8,000 3,540,000,000 885 4,000,000
Victorville 1 2onl 500 55 Combined 8,000 3,540,000, 885 4,000,000
Total MW 5,925 Total Annual CO2 Emissions || 35,373,609,470 1,040 38,568,557
Formula: Lbs CO2/MW = 486.75/turbine efficiency
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affected EGFs. The California GHG inventory (sebl€ 3-3 in Chapter 3) lists the
total CQ, emissions as 335 million metric tons (737 billipounds). Thus, CO
emissions from all the projects amount to approxatyafive percent of California’s
current CQ inventory. The affected facilities and the indival turbine emissions
are summarized in Table 5-3.

While the SCAQMD has not determined whether theopsed projects individually
will have a significant impact on global warming dimate change, the proposed
projects taken together overall will contribute goeenhouse gas emissions in
California as well as related potential adversdthezffects. Given the position of
the legislature on AB 32, which states that glalatming poses serious threats to
health and the environment, and the requirementSEA for the lead agency to
determine whether a project will have a significempact, the overall effect of 35.4
billion pounds of projected annual G@missions is considered sizeable. Thus, the
indirect greenhouse gas impact from the proposepeqtris considered significant.
This determination is based on the lack of cleaergific or other criteria for
determining the level of significance of all theojgcts’ contribution to the already
degraded air quality in state of California andwweld at large.

On January 25, 2007, the California Public Utisti€ommission (CPUC) adopted an
interim GHG Emissions Performance Standard, whech facility-based emissions
standard requiring that all new long-term committeefor baseload generation to
serve California consumers be with power plants hla@e emissions no greater than
a combined cycle gas turbine plant. That levekisblished at 1,100 pounds of CO2
per megawatt-hour (MW-hr).Further, on May 23, 2007, the California Enerpy
Commission (CEC) adopted regulations that establshimplement a 1,100 pounds
per MW-hr Emissions Performance Standard (EPS) CGi€ order No. 07-523-7
[Docket No. 06- OIR-1]).As noted in Table 5-1, all but two turbines at #ffected
EGFs individually meet the CPUCand CEC’semissions performance standard.
Although two turbine units at one facility exceduk tstandard, the overall average
CO, per MW-hr from the whole project does not excdesl émissions performance
standard. In spite of this, because total ann@l i€ considered to be sizeable, the
SCAQMD has concluded that GHG emissions from albvikm EGF projects are
significant.

It is likely that EPRS and publicly-owned biosolislsatment projects will also emit
GHGs, thus, contributing to global climate chan@ealculating GHG emissions for
EGFs is possible because the type of fuel (nagasg) is known and the combustion
equipment and processes are relatively similarbfath the simple and combined
cycle gas turbines. Actual combustion sourcesjpagent, and fuels expected for
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EPRS and biosolids treatment facilities are lesH ww®wn, so quantification of
GHG emissions from these sources is problematiecaBse of these uncertainties,
the SCAQMD qualitatively assumes that GHG emissioosn EPRSs and biosolids
treatment facilities could be substantial, thuskimg the significant GHG emission
impacts substantially worse.

The proposed projects have been evaluated to detenvhether the emissions of
greenhouse gases have been minimized and mitigatéioe extent feasible with
current technology. The proposed projects have baefully designed to minimize
emissions by installing BACT and complying with tteguirements of PAR 1309.1
to investigate and document the availability of ewable energy plans as an
alternative to the project. In turn, total GHG ssions are reduced. Thus, the
SCAQMD has required all feasible mitigation measufer the GHG indirect
impacts of Rule 1309.1. However, after mitigatiSiIKAQMD qualitatively assumes
iImpacts will remain significant.

In addition, to reduce California’s greenhouse gasssions to the levels proposed in
Executive Order S-3-05, the California EPA Climatetion Team developed a
report that outlines strategies for meeting the &€oor's targets. Use of the
strategies in the report to determine project escy are the most appropriate to
use at this time because the report “proposeshatpaichieve the Governor’s targets
that will build on voluntary actions of Californiausinesses, local government and
community actions, and State incentive and regojgicograms”(CA, 2006). AB 32
requires that a list of emission reduction strasdie published to achieve the goals
set out in AB 32. However, until those reductioratdgies are published, emission
reduction strategies to meet Executive Order S-840%e relied upon.

The GHG emission reduction strategies that CARIB isnplement over the next two
years are summarized in Table 5-4. Strategies tonpéemented by other agencies
are also available and Table 5-5 summarizes GHGsom reduction strategies
implemented by the CEC and the CPUC.
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TABLE 5-4

California Air Resources Board Greenhouse Gas Eomdeduction Strategies

Strategy

Description of Strategy

Vehicle Climate Change
Standards

AB 1493 (Pavley) required the state to developadmpt regulations that achiev
the maximum feasible and cost-effective reductibdimate change emissions
emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty truBlegulations were adopted by
the ARB in September 2004.

U

Diesel Anti-ldling

In July 2004, the CARB adopted a measure to limesel-fueled commercial
motor vehicle idling.

Other Light Duty Vehicle
Technology

New standards would be adopted to phase in begjnnithe 2017 model year

Hydrofluorocarbon Reduction

1) Ban retail sale of HFC in small cans; 2) Reqtha only low global warming
potential (GWP) refrigerants be used in new velaical/stems; 3) Adopt
specifications for new commercial refrigeration;A8d refrigerant leak-tightness
to the pass criteria for vehicular Inspection argifNenance programs; 5) Enforg
federal ban on releasing HFCs.

e

Transportation Refrigeration

Units, Off-Road
Electrification,

Port Electrification

Strategies to reduce emissions from TRUSs, increffs®ad electrification, and
increase use of shore-side/port electrification.

Manure Management

San Joaquin Valley Rule 4570 (adopted 6/15/06)aeslwolatile organic
compounds from confined animal facilities througiplementation of control
options.

Alternative Fuels: Biodiesel
Blends

CARB would develop regulations to require the ul# 4 percent biodiesel
displacement of California diesel fuel.

Alternative Fuels: Ethanol

Increased use of ethanol fuel.

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emissiof
Reduction Measures

1 Increased efficiency in the design of heavy dutyicles and an education
program for the heavy duty vehicle sector.

Reduced Venting and Leaks
Oil and Gas Systems

rRule considered for adoption by the Air Pollutioan@ol Districts for improved
management practices.

Hydrogen Highway

The California Hydrogen Highway Network (CA H2 N&t)a State initiative to
promote the use of hydrogen as a means of divargithe sources of
transportation energy.

Achieve 50% Statewide
Recycling Goal

Achieving the State’s 50 percent waste diversiondate as established by the
Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, (AB 93frSChapter 1095, Statut
of 1989), will reduce climate change emissions eigsed with energy intensive
material extraction and production as well as mathamission from landfills.
According to the California Integrated Waste Mamaget Board, in 2005 the

statewide waste diversion rate was 52 per%%nt.

14

Landfill Methane Capture

Install direct gas use or electricity projectsaatdfills to capture and
use emitted methane.

Zero Waste - High Recycling

Additional recyclingybed the State’s 50% recycling goal.
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TABLE 5-5
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies |nepisth by CEC and CPUC

Strategy Description of Strategy

ENERGY COMMISSION (CEC)

Building Energy Efficienpy Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the CE@dptand periodically update
Standards in Place and in its building energy efficiency standards (that gppl newly constructed buildings
Progress and additions to and alterations to existing botd).

Appliance Energy Efficiency | Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Enavg@ssion to adopt and

Standards in Place and in periodically update its appliance energy efficiestandards (that apply to devices

Progress and equipment using energy that are sold or offemedale in California).

Cement Manufacturing Cost-effective reductions to reduce energy consiomgnd to lower carbon
dioxide emissions in the cement industry.

Municipal Utility Strategies Includes energy eféiocy programs, renewable portfolio standard, coetbimeat

and power, and transitioning away from carbon isitegeneration.

Alternative Fuels: non- Increasing the use of non-petroleum fuels in Califiis transportation sector, as
Petroleum Fuels recommended in the CEC’s 2003 and 2005 Integrateddy Policy Reports.
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION (PUC)

Accelerated Renewable The Governor has set a goal of achieving 33 peres@wables in the State’s
Portfolio Standard (33 percent resource mix by 2020. The joint PUC/Energy CommisSeptember 2005

by 2020) Energy Action Plan Il (EAP I1) adopts the 33 pericgoal.

California Solar Initiative The solar initiativedludes installation of 1 million solar roofs or equivalent

3,000 MW by 2017 on homes and businesses, incressedf solar thermal
systems to offset the increasing demand for nagasl use of advanced metering
in solar applications, and creation of a fundingrse that can provide rebates
over 10 years through a declining incentive schedul

Investor-Owned Utility This strategy includes enegfficiency programs, combined heat and power
initiative, and electricity sector carbon policy fovestor owned utility.

The strategies relevant to reducing or limiting B&IG emissions from power
generation which are to be implemented by CEC amRUC are within the
responsibility and jurisdiction of these agenciesl anot the SCAQMD. These
agencies can and should adopt these measures.th&ifassage of AB 32, the issue
of climate change has moved from the scientificadielinto law and policymaking. It
is anticipated that other states, and eventualy fdderal government, will pass
legislation similar to AB 32. AB 32 is essentialyroadmap and timeline of how
climate change will be addressed in California. $&muently, it does not issue any
new explicit regulations or guidelines for envircemal review of new projects.
However, AB 32 and supporting documents (i.e. EieeuOrder S-3-05, and the
California Climate Action Team’s Report to the Gowar) give great credence to the
argument that climate change should be addressatydhe CEQA review process.

21 CIWMB, 2007;http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Rates/Diversiodd®/Default.htm

5-12 July 2007



Chapter 5 — Potential Indirect Environmental Impact

Prior to the explicit issuance of new CEQA guidabgehe Resources Agency, it is
anticipated that the courts may issue rulings @nreed for global climate change
impact analysis in evaluating specific cases ur@EQA. In the interim, prior to
development of a significance threshold for GHGse SCAQMD will make
significance determinations on a case-by-case .basis

Health Effects:

The proposed project has the potential to genamdieect emissions of PM10, SOXx,
NOx and CO. The NOx emissions will contribute lte formation of ozone as well

as PM2.5 and PM10. SOx emissions are also a macto PM10/PM2.5 formation.

The potential adverse health effects from PM10, SO2x, and CO emissions are
described in Chapter 3 (pages 3-2 and 3-3) anddecincreases in mortality rates,
respiratory infections, number and severity of asthattacks, number of hospital
admissions, and airway constriction in some astimsiat Emissions of NOx and

VOCs also contribute to ozone formation. Ozondthesfects are also described in
Chapter 3 (page 3-2), and include increased miyrtafid decreases in pulmonary
function. A detailed discussion on health effecis all criteria pollutants is also

provided in Appendix | to the SCAQMD’s 2007 AQMP.

The U.S. EPA has promulgated AAQS for particulat@ter, SO2, NO2, CO and
ozone at levels that are designed to protect pilgladth with an adequate margin of
safety. The standards for CO, SOx and NO2 are im¢ihe South Coast. The
SCAQMD does not meet the standards for PM and ozohke SCAQMD and
CARB have developed clean-air plans designed tnathe standards for PM and
ozone by the deadlines required by the Clean Atr Adese plans take into account
the emissions from current and projected sourcésarBasin, including the facilities
that are proposed to be constructed utilizing tredits made available from this
project. Thus, the emissions would not be expetdembntribute to violations of the
NAAQS. If electrical power-generating plants aomstructed, however, those plants
will increase emissions of PM10, SOx, NOx and C€peeially in areas near the
plants.

Also, even though the air quality standards for &M projected to be attained by
2015 for PM2.5 and 2024 for 8-hour ozone underpitogposed 2007 AQMP, there
may be health effects at exposures to levels béh@astandards. This is because
there are no known thresholds for many of the desdreffects. The potential for
such effects, as well as the health benefits afrattg the standards, are described in
the Socioeconomic Report of the SCAQMD’s 2007 AQMP.
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At this time, it is not possible to quantify theesfic health effects of this entire
project. There are 11 power plants that are megpdo be constructed utilizing the
credits made available by this project, and the QEW only has modeling data for
three of the 11 plants. Further, specific heaffiects can only be quantified for
populations with a known size and age. At thisetint is not known what
populations will be affected and what the magnitatithe effects will be. This is in
part due to uncertainties regarding the constroatiiothe power plants. Although it
Is likely that some of the plants will be constedtit cannot be known with any
certainty which particular plants in fact will beuilh, and accordingly, which
populations will be affected by plant emissionsn dddition, any site-specific
exposures will depend on stack design, local metegical condition, receptor
location and distance, and any other final desigeciication and operating
parameters for that facility. The final specifioats and parameters for the plants are
unknown at this time. Furthermore, with regarddl@x emissions as a precursor to
ozone formation, it is technically impossible tdimate, on a project basis, the
quantity and location of NOx contribution to ozof@mation by the proposed
project because of the complexity of VOC and N@eractions throughout the air
basin. However, the air quality modeling and Secanomic Assessment of 2007
AQMP provide an indication of the extent of NOx esions and ozone formation in
the basin as a whole.

Health studies used to estimate the reduction intafity effects associated with
attaining the PM2.5 standard in the AQMP can giveeespective on the potential
health effects from the proposed plants. Thes#éhhstdies estimate the reduction
in mortality effects associated with attaining k2.5 standard range from a six
percent to a 17 percent change in mortality rabesaf10 ug/m3 change in annual
PM2.5 concentrations. Extrapolating from this gsil, it can be concluded that a
10 ug/m3 increase in PM2.5 concentrations woulddsociated with a six percent to
17 percent increase in mortality.

In addition, the SCAQMD has prepared an estimadibthe health effects from PM
emissions from a plant proposed to be constructéde City of Vernon, which is the
currently the largest of the proposed facilitied #ms most likely to have the largest
emissions of PM as compared to the other propaaatities. The health effects for
the other two facilities for which the SCAQMD hamissions data would be
expected to be no greater than those for the Vefaoiity. These health effects
have been calculated using emissions data for lduet phat are likely to change
before final construction in order to comply wittoposed Rule 1309.1. In addition,
while the methodology is the best reasonably abklainder the circumstances, it
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has not been subject to peer review or approvadl tlams may not be appropriate for
analyzing future projects. Based on this methagiplthe SCAQMD estimates that

there may be an increase in annual adult mort&idsn the Vernon plant of 3.82
persons in the area that would be typically modelegart of the preparation of a
health risk assessment. This figure representemaiure mortality estimate that is
significantly less than 0.1 percent of the Basidavbackground mortality from PM
2.5 exposure. It should be noted that the PM2& rehent strategy of the 2007
AQMP is expected to reduce PM2.5 exposure-basedngitge mortality by
approximately 1500 cases annually by 2015.

It should also be noted that the mortality valuenenced above for the Vernon Plant
is based on a study by Pope (Pope et al 2002)ptmedt studies have found effects
levels higher than that found by in the Pope studystudy by Jerrett (Jerrett et1a|.
2005) found a 17 percent change in mortality rateaf 10 ug/m3 change in PM2.5.
This would increase by approximately a factor akéhthe annual adult mortality
from PM2.5 emissions from the Vernon Plant. A gtlny Laden (Laden et §I|
2006) found changes in mortality from a 10 ug/m8rease in PM2.5 falling in
between the values for the Pope and Jerrett studi@gsh would result in an
intermediate value for mortality. Regardless ofichhstudy is relied on, the health
effects of this project are deemed significant.

In considering the PM health effects, it is necesta carefully balance these effects
against the potential and safety effects of rollsigckouts and brownouts in the
region. As noted elsewhere in this PEA rollingcklauts and brownouts can create
public safety effects such as interfering with tbperation of health related
equipment at hospitals, nursing homes, convaledegilities, etc., interfering with
public health and service providers by increasihg response times during
emergencies; increasing the potential for roadwaydants in the event that traffic
lights stop operating. Further, experience dutirggCalifornia energy crisis in 2000
and 2001, the region experienced a substantiataser in the use of emergency
standby diesel powered electricity generators. s&éhequipment are substantially
more polluting than clean natural gas-fired gabites, especially with respect to
diesel particulate matter emissions, which is digssas carcinogenic by CARB.
For example, SCAQMD staff concluded that during@dal rolling blackout, daily
emissions from diesel internal combustion enginesreiased by the following
amounts: 10.6 pounds of PM10 emissions; 514 powhddOx emissions; 111
pounds of CO emissions; 7.7 pounds of SOx emissiand 41 pounds of VOC
emissions (Final EA for PAR 1470; February 17, 206AQMD NO. 050118MK).
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The paragraphs below summarize the methodologyingéd analysis.

To estimate the potential for air quality impactstioe proposed rule, the largest
proposed facility emissions were used to estintagentaximal impact on particulate
matter. The ISC (Industrial Source Complex) modatput provided by the
proposed Vernon Power Plant was used. The modlibgives the levels of PM10
at a set of receptor points approximately 100 rsedpart. The annual level of PM10
at the point of maximum impact from the model wdsbQg/m3.

To estimate the potential for health impacts, awation was performed on the
modeled air quality impacts and changes in moytaliEor this calculation, it was

assumed that all the PM10 is all PM2.5, and thdyshy Pope (Pope at al., 2002)
was used to estimate the change in mortality rede@ated with a change in PM2.5.
From the Pope study, a 10 ug/m3 change in PM2asssciated with a six percent
change in mortality. This was applied in a concdmin-response equation to
determine the relative change in mortality assediatith the estimated changes in
annual PM levels.

The log-linear form of the concentration resporgeagion is:
A Mortality = y, ("M -1) * population
where
Yo = county level all cause annual death rate pesgoefor ages 30 and older,
B = PM2.5 coefficient from health study,
APM = change in annual mean PM2.5 concentration, and
Population = population of ages 30 and older.

The resulting change in cases of mortality in aytaon age group living in a

specific location with a given change in PM camtbe calculated. This was applied
at the census tract level for all census tracthiwithe modeling domain, and the
results summed over the census tracts to give armalb\estimate in the change in
mortality from PM emission of the facility.

The average annual PM2.5 level for each census was calculated from the
modeling grid points using an Inverse Distance Wid interpolation model in the
GeoStatistical Analyst by ESRI.
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Chapter 6 - Alternatives

INTRODUCTION

This Draft PEA provides a discussion of alternaite the proposed project as
required by state CEQA Guidelines. Alternativeslude measures for attaining
objectives of the proposed project and provide aammefor evaluating the

comparative merits of each alternative. A "No Pctj alternative must also be

evaluated. The range of alternatives must beaeffi to permit a reasoned choice,
but need not include every conceivable projectrreédiitve. State CEQA Guidelines

815126.6(c) specifically notes that the range oérahtives required in a CEQA

document is governed by a “rule of reason” and omgessitates that the CEQA
document set forth those alternatives necessgrgrit a reasoned choice. The key
issue is whether the selection and discussionteifraltives fosters informed decision
making and meaningful public participation. A CE@Acument need not consider
an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonablger@sned and whose

implementation is remote and speculative.

SCAQMD Rule 110 (the rule which implements the SGAQs certified regulatory
program) does not impose any greater requiremasrtsafdiscussion of project
alternatives in an environmental assessment thaagisred for an EIR under CEQA.

ALTERNATIVES REJECTED AS INFEASIBLE

A CEQA document should identify any alternativeattivere considered by the lead
agency, but were rejected as infeasible duringsttaping process and explain the
reasons underlying the lead agency’s determing@#QA Guidelines 815126.6(c).
While the scope and goals of the proposed projeciary specific, there is a wide
variety of options to the proposed project that lsartonsidered as alternatives to the
proposed project. A number of alternatives arsibd@ and have been proposed in
this chapter. Because of the wide variety of alive options to the proposed
project components, there is a wide range of ateres that would be considered
feasible. Only one alternative has been identifigihfeasible.

During the previous Rule 1309.1 amendment promigggprocess to allow EGFs

access to the Priority Reserve, environmental geayggested that the SCAQMD
consider an alternative of requiring energy coresgom instead of allowing access to
the SCAQMD'’s Priority Reserve account. The SCAQNMDsingle purpose public

agency that has jurisdictional authority over stadiry emission sources and limited
authority over mobile sources (Health and SafetgleC®40400, et seq.).

The authority to impose energy conservation measungler state law is expressly
within the jurisdiction of the California Energy @mission (CEC), the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and other loadilities. For example, CEC’s
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Efficiency, Renewables and Demand Divisiois committed to making California's
businesses, homes, and appliances more energyeeffic This commitment is
achieved by:

» Developing and implementing energy efficiency buidgdstandards that help
ensure comfort and affordability;

» Identifying and developing ways to streamline egetge in agriculture,
manufacturing, water systems, and processing fomsti

» Letting Californians know that using energy wiselya good investment in the
economy and the environment;

* Analyzing demand and consumption trends to assisblicy decisions; and

» Assisting Schools (K-12), Public Colleges and Htapj Local Government,
and others to identify and implement energy effickemeasures.

Similarly, the CPUC regulates privately owned telamunications, electric, natural

gas, water, railroad, rail transit, and passengarsportation companies, in addition
to authorizing video franchises. The CPUGs responsible for ensuring that

customers have safe, reliable utility service asomable rates, protecting against
fraud, and promoting the health of California'sremmoy by:

» Establishing service standards and safety ruled, arthorizing utility rate
changes;

* Monitoring the safety of utility and transportatioperations, and overseeing
markets to inhibit anti-competitive activity;

* Prosecuting unlawful utility marketing and billiragtivities, govern business
relationships between utilities and their affilgtand resolving complaints by
customers against utilities;

* Implementing energy efficiency and conservationgpamns and programs for
the low-income and disabled (emphasis added);

* Work with other state and federal agencies in ptomgowater quality,
environmental protection, and safety; etc.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815040 (b), “CEQA dnes grant an agency new
powers independent of the powers granted to thecygley other laws.” Therefore,

22 CEC’s Efficiency, Renewables and Demand Divisioisgibn Statemenhttp://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/
2 CPUC Mission: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Static/aboutcpuc/pucmisgitm.
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since the SCAQMD has no authority to require orlangent energy conservation
measures and such measures are under the autifahy CEC, the CPUC and other
local utilities, such an alternative is considetede an infeasible alternative to PAR
1309.1.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The following proposed project alternatives werealeped by modifying specific
components of the proposed amendments. The r&iforaselecting and modifying
specific components of the proposed amendmentsrtergte feasible alternatives for
the analysis is based on CEQA's requirement toeptésealistic” alternatives; that
is, alternatives that can actually be implemented.

The following five alternatives were developed dgntifying and modifying major
components of PAR 1309.1. Specifically, the priyneomponents of the proposed
alternatives that have been modified include: yipe tof facilities eligible to access
the Priority Reserve, the dates during which pesmmtist be submitted to be eligible
to access the Priority Reserve and variable mibgatfees. The following
alternatives are described below and summarizethbie 6-1: Alternative A (No
Project); Alternative B (PM2.5 Zones Only), Altetiva C (PM2.5 Zones, EJA and
CRA Applicability), Alternative D (Limited Accessot Priority Reserve with
Exceptions) and Alternative E (Most Limited AccdesPriority Reserve). Unless
otherwise stated, all other components of the pt@#ernatives are the same as the
current proposed project, such as years of appliiyalmiue diligence requirements
and the type of criteria pollutant ERCs and thespo&l future amendments to Rule
1309.1 considered as part of this PEA.

It should be noted that when considering PAR 13@Gthd PRR 1315 during the
public hearing, the Governing Board can adopt allportions of any project

alternatives because the analysis of the comparaterits of the project alternatives
have been circulated for public review and comnaonhg with the analysis of the
proposed project.

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, would are no re-adoption of the
amendments to Rule 1309.1 and, therefore, maintithie existing SCAQMD Rule
1309.1 requirements. The outcome of the coumgutiescribed in Chapter 1 would
dictate what constitutes the no project alternativ€urrently, Rule 1309.1 as
amended in September 2006 is law and, thus, ifcthieent PAR 1309.1 does not
happen then the requirements of Rule 1309.1, as@edein September 2006, is the
no project alternative. Rule 1309.1 was amendeSejptember 2006 to allow EGFs
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access to the Priority Reserve with no tiered rattan fees or additional eligibility
requirements, such as more stringent cancer rigkuattons, MW limitations and
demonstrations of due diligence to make renewablalternative energy available.
If the court sets aside the September 2006 amertditee no project would be the
requirements of Rule 1309.1 before the Septemb@6é 20nendments which would
not allow operators of new EGF to access the Ryi&eserve.

TABLE 6-1

Proposed Project and Project Alternatives

Proposed APPLICABILITY Exceptions
Project and Three PM2.5 Zones | Environmental Justice Cancer Risk Area
Project el
Alternatives
Proposed Project Yes Yes No No
« Tiered Mitigation » Affected facility in
Fees EJA subject to fee =
Zone 3 fee
Alternative A: No No No No No
Project Alternative
Alternative B: Yes No No No
PM2.5 Zones Only | , Tiered Mitigation
Fees
Alternative C: Yes Yes Yes No

PM2.5 Zones; EJA
and CRA
Applicability

Tiered Mitigation
Fees

* Affected facility in
EJA subject to fee =
Zone 3 fee

* Affected facility in
CRA subject to fee 3
Zone 3 fee

Alternative D:
Limited Access to

Yes
Tiered Mitigation

Yes
* No access if affecteq

Yes
I  No access if affected

¢ Municipal EGFs
and/or “Peaker”

Priority Reserve Fees facility in EJA facility in CRA (<100 MW)
with Exceptions subject to fee =
* No access if affected Zone 3 fee
facility in Zone 3
Alternative E: Most Yes Yes Yes No

Limited Access to
Priority Reserve

Tiered Mitigation
Fees

No access if affected
facility in Zone 3

* No access if affecteg
facility in EJA

I ¢ No access if affected
facility in CRA

Alternative B — PM 2.5 Zones Only

Alternative B would allow operators of eligible fhittes access to the Priority
Reserve and, like PAR 1309.1, would establish tli?&2.5 zones which would
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determine the amount of mitigation fee to be paiddcess the Priority Reserve. The
PM2.5 concentrations that define the PM2.5 zones$ tae amount of the tiered
mitigation fee would be the same as the proposejggtr(see Table 2-9). Unlike the
proposed project, Alternative B would not establEBA or Cancer Risk Areas
(CRA) and, thus, would not subject facilities lamhtn such areas to more stringent
eligibility requirements.

Alternative C — PM 2.5 Zones; EJA and CRA Applicability

Alternative C would establish the same PM2.5 and Ednes and requirements,
depending on a facility’s location, as the propopealect. However, Alternative C
places an additional requirement of determiningnfeligible facility is located in a
particular CRA. A CRA would be established using tesults from the Multiple Air

Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) II which identifiedeas in the SCAQMD

jurisdication in the 95th percentile of cancer risklthough power plants generally
have low emissions of toxic air contaminants, réckealth studies indicate a
correlation of instances of PM2.5 exposure and laagcer. Affected facilities

located in a CRA zone would be subject to the samtigation fee as those facilities
located in PM2.5 Zone 3 (see Table 2-9).

Alternative D - Limited Access to Priority Reservewith Exceptions

Similar to Alternative C, Alternative D would est&h the same PM2.5, EJA and
CRA zones and similar zone requirements. Howawaier Alternative D, a facility
would be denied access to the Priority Reserveckted in PM2.5 Zone 3, an EJA or
CRA. An exception to this restriction, however, uMb be included to allow
municipal EGFs or peakers (<100 MW) located in PM2one 3, an EJA and/or
CRA access to the Priority Reserve, but requiredHacilities to pay a mitigation fee
equivalent to PM2.5 Zone 3 (see Table 2-9). Byestiimg affected facilities to CRA
requirements as well as restrictions depending lon location of the facility,
Alternative D is more stringent than the proposeijqet.

Alternative E - Most Limited Access to Priority Rerve

Alternative E would be equivalent to Alternativebl denying access to the Priority
Reserve if an affected facility is located in PMZ6ne 3, an EJA and/or CRA.
However, unlike Alternative D, Alternative E wouteht include an exception to the
restriction. Thus, even municipal EGFs or peakef)0 MW) located in PM2.5

Zone 3, an EJA and/or CRA would be restricted axteshe Priority Reserve. This
restrictive applicability to the Priority Reserveowdd make Alternative E more
stringent than the proposed project and be the stosgent alternative.
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Least Toxic Alternative

In accordance with SCAQMD’s policy document Envimental Justice Program
Enhancements for FY 2002-03, Enhancement II-1 recends that all SCAQMD
CEQA assessments include a feasible project atteenaith the lowest air toxics
emissions. In other words, for any major equipn@@rjirocess type under the scope
of the proposed project that creates a signifieamvironmental impact, at least one
alternative, where feasible, shall be considerethfa “least harmful’” perspective
with regard to hazardous air emissions. With respe the proposed project, the
access to Priority Reserve credits is intended dsist in the permitting and
construction of eligible facilities. The affectéatilities involve natural gas projects
and potentially in the future, crude oil projecigldiosolids treatment. The usage of
natural gas is typically not a high toxic emittesidee from byproducts such as
formaldehyde, which can be limited using catalysthnhologies. However, the
construction and operation of affected facilitissexpected to reduce the usage of
diesel-fired emergency standby engines which preslue known carcinogen of
diesel particulate matter. Thus, in the short-tetihere may be a potential toxic
impact due to the increase use in natural gashieuligible facilities are expected to
be spread out throughout the district and the idds toxic levels are anticipated to
be less than significant. In the long term, theatural gas, electricity and energy
projects are expected to reduce the number antidéusage of high polluting diesel
powered engines which will avoid a potentially sfopant cancer risk from the diesel
PM10 emissions. Alternative A would allow affectiedilities access to the Priority
Reserve with the least stringent requirements @nud, potentially allowing the most
development and operation of natural gas projedtsthe court rules against the
amendments in September 2006, the no project coodentially result in higher
usage of diesel engines and, thus, increasing exg®s0 air toxics emissions.
Alternative B would allow the most facilities acseso the Priority Reserve
potentially increasing the natural gas usage insti@t term, but reducing the usage
of diesel engines in the long term. Alternativenight reduce access to the Priority
Reserve by imposing higher mitigation fees, butmaans the same eligibility time
and applicable facilities, thus, generating eq@mgl but less than significant, short-
term air toxics exposures as the proposed proglteérnatives D and E will restrict a
number of potential applicable facilities from assiag the Priority Reserve, which
will reduce the natural gas projects, however hia fong term, more diesel engines
may be used which would generate a higher toxiashghan the proposed project.
Therefore, Alternative C, which has air toxic imgaequivalent to the proposed
project, is considered the least toxic alternative.

6-6 July 2007



Chapter 6 - Alternatives

COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The Environmental Checklist (see Appendix A) idkedi those environmental topics
where the proposed project could cause adversectmip&urther evaluation of these
topics in Chapter 4 of this Environmental Assesdm@vealed that significant

project-specific adverse impacts would only be elge in one area after applicable
mitigation measures are utilized. The area of eamcs air quality and these impacts

must be weighed against the benefits, includindipiealth.

The following sections briefly describe potentidvarse environmental impacts that
may be generated by each project alternative. Easironmental topic summary
contains a brief description of the environmemapbacts for each project alternative
compared to impacts resulting from implementing {®posed amendments.
Potential adverse air quality impacts are quamtifidnere sufficient data are available
and the calculations are presented in Chapter Al.comparison of the air quality

impacts for the proposed project and each projéetnative are summarized in

Table 6-2.
TABLE 6-2
Comparison of Adverse Air Quality Impacts of theekhatives

ENVIRON- | PROPOSED | ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE

MENTAL PROJECT A B C D E

TOPIC (No Project) (PM2.5 Zone (PM2.5 Zones; | (Limited Access (More Limited

Only) EJA and CRA to Priority Access to Priority
Applicability) Reserve with Reserve)
Exceptions)

Air Quality Significant Significant, Significant, Significant, Significant, less | Significant, less
Criteria greater than PAR| greater than PAR| slightly less than| than PAR 1309.1| than PAR 1309.1
Pollutant 1309.1 1309.1 PAR 1309.1
TACs Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than

Significant | significant (based significant; significant; significant; less | significant; less
on Sept 2006 | greater than PAR| equivalent to PAR| than PAR 1309.1| than PAR 1309.1
requirements); 1309.1 in short 1309.1 in short term; in short term;
Greater than PAR  term; less than potentially greater] potentially greate
1309.1 (if pre- PAR 1309.1in than PAR 1309.1| than PAR 1309.1
Sept 2006 long term in long term in long term
reguirements)
Air Quality

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Based on the September 2006 requirements of Ru@.13the No Project
Alternative would allow the most affected facilgiaccess to the Priority Reserve due

to the least restrictive requirements to access Rherity Reserve.

Thus, the
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mitigation fee collected will be less than undee throposed project and, thus,
increases the potential significant air quality &op to fund emission reduction
programs to replenish in an equal amount the eamissvithdrawn from the Priority
Reserve. However, if the No Project Alternativettisathe currently adopted version
of Rule 1309.1 in effect, is overturned by the totine version of Rule 1309.1
previous to the September 2006 amendments to RA@6.1 becomes effective, so
additional adverse air quality impacts could rebeltause eligible facilities will have
more difficulty obtaining Priority Reserve crediwhich, in turn, could make it more
challenging to comply with Regulation Xlll offsetg requirements. To the extent
that ERCs are more difficult to obtain, there cookddelays in the air quality permit
application process and the costs of ERCs coulckase to a greater extent than
would otherwise be the case. Any delays in ohtgirair quality permits by EGFs
could contribute to electricity shortages, rollinigckouts and increased use of diesel
fired generators. Thus, there could be an incredsBesel emissions in the event
that rolling blackouts occur before EGF projectsogtine. For example, SCAQMD
staff concluded that during a typical rolling black, daily emissions from diesel
internal combustion engines increased by the fotignamounts: 10.6 pounds of
PM10 emissions; 514 pounds of NOx emissions; 1lings of CO emissions; 7.7
pounds of SOx emissions; and 41 pounds of VOC eoniss(Final EA for PAR
1470; February 17, 2005, SCAQMD NO. 050118MK)

Alternative B — PM2.5 Zones Only

Alternative B allows more access to the Prioritys&®e than the proposed project
and, thus, is considered to be less stringent thenproposed project. While
Alternative B would impose a tiered mitigation felich would be more restrictive
than the No Project, it would not subject affediadlities to additional requirements
if located in an EJA. Similar to the proposed pobj air quality impacts from
accessing the Priority Reserve are likely to begaiied by the payment of mitigation
fees, which will be used to reduce emissions ofpivlkitant for which the fee is paid.
However, it is not possible at this point to betair that such impacts will be fully
mitigated by use of mitigation fees. As a restl; purposes of CEQA since
emission reductions from mitigation fee projects mot certain, air quality impacts
are considered potentially significant. If Altetiva B could potentially allow more
facilities access by not establishing an EJA datehe air quality impacts could be
slightly greater than the proposed project in thersterm. However, in the long
term, the potential air quality impacts would beslehan the proposed project as
cleaner, more efficient natural gas turbines wdagdoperating as opposed to more
polluting diesel-fired emergency standby engines.

Alternative C — PM2.5 Zones:; EJA and CRA Applicabilty

Alternative C is slightly more stringent than threposed project because it places an
additional requirement on affected facilities lexhin a CRA. Thus, fewer facilities
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could potentially access the Priority Reserve tim@nproposed project, No Project or
Alternative B. Compared to the proposed projetterAative C will result in slightly
lower significant adverse impacts to air qualitycdmese fewer amounts of ERCs
would be withdrawn and, thus, fewer amounts of sms would need to be
mitigated. The additional requirement in AltermatiC, however, is less restrictive
than Alternative D or E.

Alternative D - Limited Access to Priority Reservewith Exceptions

By placing restrictions on affected facilities lt®d in PM2.5 Zone 3, an EJA or
CRA, Alternative D imposes more restrictions thiae proposed project, No Project
Alternative and Alternatives B and C. By allowisgme limited access to the
Priority Reserve with a mitigation fee requiremefliernative D could still have
potential significant adverse air quality impaais the same reasons as the proposed
project, No Project and Alternatives B and C. Asted under Alternative C,
Alternative D will result in lower significant adkse impacts to air quality because
fewer amounts of ERCs would likely be withdrawn atttls, fewer amounts of
emissions would need to be mitigated. The potesigmificant adverse air quality
impacts will be less than the proposed project. weéieer, by imposing more
restrictions, Alternative D, in the long term, geates a slightly greater adverse air
toxic exposures from greater use of more diesetifemergency standby engines to
produce power that would likely occur, which woulld expected to generate more
DPM pollution and create toxic risk exposures gretttan the proposed project.

Alternative E — Most Limited Access to Priority Re®rve

Similar to Alternative D, Alternative E would likellimit the number of affected

facilities allowed access to ERCs in the PrioritgsBrve, but would be even more
restrictive than Alternative D by removing the epiten for municipal EGFs and

peaker units (<100 MW). Similar to the proposedjgrt and all the project

alternatives, there would still be uncertainty thia¢ mitigation fee paid to fund

emission reduction programs will replenish in ana@mount the amount of credits
withdrawn. The potential air quality impact fromplementing Alternative E would

be significant, but less than the air quality impfaocm the proposed project. Similar
to Alternative D, however, Alternative E, in thentpterm, also could generate air
toxic exposures from use of diesel fired emergesiandby engines to produce
power that would likely occur, which would be exfezt to generate more DPM
pollution and create toxic risk exposures gredtantthe proposed project.

CONCLUSION

Current Rule 1309.1 requirements, as of Septemb@é,2vould result in the most
significant adverse air quality impacts becausmpgoses no mitigation fee schedule
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and, therefore, more ERCs would likely be withdrafnam the Priority Reserve.

Potential long-term air toxic impacts, however, Idobe avoided by allowing more
facilities access to the Priority Reserve, thuspimizing the use of diesel-fired

emergency standby engines in the future. Pre-Bdgae 2006 requirements would
result in Alternative A avoiding the direct sigweifint adverse air quality impacts of
the proposed project, but indirectly increasing,NOO, PM10, and SOx and toxic
emissions from old, dirty backup diesel generatpasentially used in lieu of

operating cleaner power plants. Further, Altexeafl does not achieve the objective
of the proposed project to increase availabilityPoiority Reserve credits to other
energy and biosolids facilities in the future.

Alternative B achieves the goal of the proposedegetpwhile having less restrictive
eligibility requirements for facilities accessindgpet Priority Reserve, however,
significant adverse air quality impacts would beajer than the proposed project and
Alternatives C, D and E since it is likely more ER@ould actually be used.
Alternative C also achieves the goal of the progosmject, but is slightly more
restrictive relative to access to the Priority Rese Those affected facilities will still
be able to access the Priority Reservebut willdspiired to pay a higher mitigation
fee. The mitigation fee is intended to fully matg significant adverse air quality
impacts, however, there is no guarantee that niibigafee increases would
completely recover the same amount of credits byeaffected facilities. Air quality
impacts from this alternative, therefore, remagngicant and are considered to be
equivalent to the proposed project. Alternativesad E have the potential of
partially fulfilling the goals of the proposed pecjf, but would likely limit access to
the Priority Reserve accounts, thus, requiringci#feé facility operators to purchase
credits on the open market, generate their own RINUX, CO and VOC ERCs, or
provide emission reduction funding incentives toeotfacilities not eligible to access
the Priority Reserve to generate PM10, SOx, CO\&D&@ ERCs for them. Further,
Alternative D and E could generate a greater aiictexposures from the use of
diesel fired emergency standby engines to prodogeepwhich would be expected
to generate more DPM pollution and create toxi& Bgposures greater than the
proposed project

The proposed project achieves the primary projeat gf allowing temporary access
to the Priority Reserve accounts, without depletimgm or limiting essential public
services from obtaining allowable credits for reqdiemission offsets. Although the
proposed project will have significant short-terimcuality impacts, it could produce
future air quality benefits to the extent that nelean electric power generating
facilities reduce or eliminate the need to operatgh emitting emergency standby
power generating equipment. Potential future amends to Rule 1309.1 could also
provide future solid waste handling benefits to #hdent that new or modified
publicly owned biosolids treatment facility openmat@btain offsets for operation that
would not otherwise be available to them.
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In accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2¢, environmentally superior
alternative would be Alternative C because theqaiility impacts are slightly less
than the proposed project and air toxic exposuresquivalent to the PAR 1309.1
which was determined to be less than significailternatives A and B have
significant adverse air quality impacts greaternththe proposed project and
Alternatives D and E have potentially greater akid¢ exposures in the long term
than the proposed project. In addition, Alternati€ fulfills the goals of the
proposed project (i.e., access to the Priority Regewhile being more health
protective.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSED AMENDED RULE 13091 AND RE-ADOPTED
RULE 1315

In order to save space and avoid repetition, pleafee to the latest version of
the PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315 located elsewhereeirfitial rule package.
The PAR 1309.1 and PRR 1315 versions of the prapeseended and re-
adopted rules circulated with the Draft PEA releasa May 16, 2007 for a
45-day public review and comment period ending J2&e2007 have been
updated but, as noted in the preface, the charmestdrequire the PEA to be
recirculated.

Original hard copies of the Draft PEA, which incdlu®AR 1309.1 and PRR
1315 versions of the proposed amended and re-atiopkes circulated with
the Draft PEA, can be obtained through the SCAQMiIblie Information
Center at the Diamond Bar headquarters or by ga(809) 396-2039.






